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J/i  71. 8,20,21, 
23  24  25  28. 

GIBBS  r.  DANIEL.  ^  '  Mayi 

Tins   bill   was  filed  by   T.   W.    Gibbs,  builder,  of  ;!^Kl;"^f  ^^ 
Clifton,  and  his  three  daughters,  Mary  B.  Gibbs,  Ann  the  equity  of 
Gibbs,  and  P.  D.  Bobjent,  and  Florence  Elizabeth  his  their  client's 
wife,  against  Edward  Daniel  and  Alfred  Cox,  solicitors,  JJJjT  ^  ^ 
for  the  purpose  of  having  set  aside  a  purchase  by  the  «^^^^**erh 
defendants  of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  certain  build-  citor  had  been 
ing  land  near  Clifton,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made  the  defendantA 
during  the  continuance  of  the  professional  relation,  and  ict'a^sdrcltlrs 
also  on  the  ground  of  pressure  and  undervalue.  j"*^^  before  the 

Ti,.'".  ,  J        11  1/.T  contract  for 

By  his  marriage  settlement,  dated  the  9th  of  June,  purchase:  it 
1823,  Thomas  Washer  Gibbs,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  thifother^son- 
his  wife  (since  deceased)  were  entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  c»'or  had,  with 

^  '  the  knowledge 

various  sums  of  trust  money  amounting  to  the  sum  of  of  the  defend- 
about  1230/.;  his  three  daughters,  and  his  son  William  properly  dis- 
Kinton  Gibbs  were  entitled  to  shares  in  the  reversion  of  dutjs  and  that 
the  same  after  his  death.  the  defendantn 

had  concealed 

Upon  the  7th  of  February,  1835,  the  trustees  of  the  from  him  an 

important  fact. 
Ttic  intenrention  of  another  solicitor  or  adviser  who,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  purchaser, 
neglectn  or  does  not  properly  discharge  his  duty,  U  not  sufficient  tu  >uiii)ort  a  purchase 
by  a  solicitor  from  bis  client. 

VOL.    IV.  B 


Statement, 


OASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1862.        settlement  advanced  to  T.  W.  Gibbs  the  sum  of  1230/. 

GiBBs        out  of  the  trust  fund,  on  having  such  sum  secured  to  them 

Daniel       ^y  J^i^^^g^gG*  dated  the  same  day,  of  certain  property 

belonging  to  T.  W.  Gibbs,  at  Bishops'  Lydeard,  Somerset. 

On  the  7th  of  May,  1840,  Mr.  Gibbs  was  adjudicated 
a  bankrupt,  and  obtained  his  certificate  in  the  September 
of  the  same  year. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  15th  of  June,  1841,  made 
between  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  bankrupt  of  the  other  part,  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  300/.  paid  by  the  latter  to  his  said  assignees,  they 
assigned  to  him  all  the  life  interest  which  at  the  time  of 
his  bankruptcy  he  possessed  in  the  said  trust  sum  of 
1230/.,  and  all  the  interest  of  the  assignees  therein;  and 
also  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  property  at  Bishops' 
Lydeard. 

Some  time  before  the  year  1845  or  1846,  Mr.  Gibbs 
sold  the  property  at  Bishops'  Lydeard,  and  the  surviving 
trustee  of  the  settlement  received  the  1230/.  trust  money 
secured  thereon ;  but  the  trustee  subsequently  from  time 
to  time  lent  the  whole  of  it  back  to  him.  * 

On  the  17th  of  July,  1847,  T.  W.  Gibbs  purchased 
from  the  Rev.  J.  H.  Sweet  certain  property  called 
Harding's  Paddock,  situate  near  Durdham  Down,  Clifton, 
for  the  sum  of  500/.  or  thereabouts,  which  money  (it  was 
alleged)  formed  part  of  the  1230/.  trust  fund  so  lent  to 
him. 

The  property,  of  which  the  purchase  was  now  sought 
to  be  set  aside,  called  Amoury  Close,  also  situate  near 
Durdham  Down,  Clifton,  and  adjoining  Harding's 
Paddock,  was  purchased  by  T.  W.  Gibbs  from  the  Rev. 
J.  H.  Sweet  in  1848,  in  consideration  of  495/.  and  was 
conveyed,  as  the  plaintiffs  alleged,  in  pursuance  of  an  agree- 
ment, to  John  Pring,  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  settle- 
ment, to  be  held  by  him  (with  Harding's  Paddock  and 
other  property  since  sold)  in  trust  for  T.  W.  Gibbs  and 
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his  children  by  way  of  security  for  the  trust  moneys  of 
the  said  settlement  Accordingly,  by  an  indenture  dated 
the  20th  of  March,  1848,  the  leasehold  premises  held  on 
Kyes  called  Amoury  Close,  were  assigned  to  the  said 
John  Pring;  the  purchase-money  being  paid  by  T.  W. 
Gibbs,  partly  out  of  his  own  moneys  and  partly  by 
moneys  raised  on  mortgage  in  the  following  manner. 

By  a  deed  of  the  27th  of  March,  1848,  and  made 
between  John  Pring  of  the  one  part,  and  Christopher 
James  Thomas  of  the  other  part,  the  leaseholds  called 
Amoury  Close  were  mortgaged  by  T.  W.  Gibbs  to  the 
Bristol  Building  and  Investment  Society ;  and  by  another 
deed  of  the  15th  of  May,  1848,  between  the  same  parties, 
the  same  premises  were  further  charged  to  secure  a  fur- 
ther sum  and  interest.  On  the  19th  of  December  a  third 
indenture  (a  second  further  charge)  was  executed  between 
the  same  parties,  and  indorsed  on  the  deed  of  the  15  th 
of  May. 

The  plaintiff,  T.  W.  Gibbs,  alleged  that  by  an  inden- 
ture dated  the  18th  of  July,  1850,  he  conveyed  Harding's 
Paddock  (except  a  small  portion)  to  John  Pring  in  fee 
for  a  nominal  consideration,  no  money  having  passed, 
although  the  consideration  was  stated  to  be  495/. ;  and 
that  by  another  deed,  dated  the  following  day,  the  said 
John  Pring  granted  the  same  to  William  Kinton  Gibbs 
(the  son  of  T.  W.  Gibbs),  in  lots  for  building  purposes, 
the  ground-rents  in  fee  being  reserved  to  John  Pring. 
These  ground-rents  were  from  time  to  time  all  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  received  by  T.  W.  Gibbs. 

Pour  days  subsequently  a  declaration  of  trust  (ex- 
hibited in  the  cause)  was  signed  by  John  Pring,  dated 
the  22d  of  July,  1850,  whereby  he  declared  that  he  held 
the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  said  leasehold  on  lives, 
called  Amoury  Close,  together  with  the  small  remaining 
portion  of  Harding's  Paddock  and  other  property  since 
Bold,  upon  trust  for  the  said  T.  W.  Gibbs  and  his  chil- 
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dren,  and  as  security  to  himself  for  the  said  trust  sum 
of  1230/.,  the  whole  of  which  had  bceu  advanced  to 
T.  W.  Gibbs. 

On  the  5th  of  July,  1851,  the  leasehold  property 
called  Amoury  Close  was  made  subject  to  a  third  further 
charge. 

The  moneys  raised  by  the  deeds  of  mortgage  and  fur- 
ther charge  of  the  27th  of  March,  1848,  the  15th  of 
May,  1848,  the  19th  of  December,  1848,  and  the  5th  of 
July,  1851,  amounting  together  to  1400/.  (and  further 
secured  by  three  policies  effected  by  Mr.  Gibbs  in  the 
Scottish  Union  Office,  on  the  life  of  Miss  Hounsell, 
one  of  the  lives  on  which  the  leaseholds  were  held)  were 
paid  to  T.  W.  Gibbs,  and  applied  by  him  partly  in  paying 
the  residue  of  the  purchase-money  for  Amoury  Close, 
and  the  costs  and  expenses,  and  partly  in  erecting  houses 
and  buildings  on  Amoury  Close.  The  calls  and  monthly 
payments  on  the  mortgage  and  charges  and  the  premiums 
on  the  policies  were  paid  by  T.  W.  Gibbs,  on  behalf,  as 
he  alleged,  of  himself  and  his  children. 

In  September,  1851,  Amoury  Close  and  the  three 
policies  of  assurance  were  transferred  by  John  Pring 
into  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  Mary  Bryant  Gibbs,  on 
the  understanding,  as  the  plaintiffs  alleged,  that  she  was 
to  hold  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  her  father  for  his  life, 
and  after  his  death  for  herself  and  the  other  children,  by 
way  of  security  for  the  said  trust  moneys.  In  the  deed 
of  transter,  dated  the  23rd  of  September,  1851,  100/.  was 
stated  to  have  been  paid  by  Mary  B.  Gibbs  by  way  of 
consideration,  but  this  sum  was  alleged  to  have  been 
merely  nominal.  On  the  Ist  of  August,  1852,  a  part  of 
Harding's  Paddock  was  conveyed  by  William  Kinton 
Gibbs  to  the  plaintiff  Ann  Gibbs,  to  be  held  by  her,  as 
the  plaintiff  alleged,  on  the  like  understanding. 

In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1852,  T.  W.  Gibbs  (as 
the  plaintiffs  alleged,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  chil- 
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dren)  entered  into  a  treaty  with  tlic  Dean  and  Chapter  of        1862. 

Bristol,  under  the  14  &  15  Vic.  c.  104,  for  the  purchase 

of  the  reversion  in  fee  of  Amoury  Close,  and  with  that 

yiew  the  property  was  valued   in   Mai'ch,   1852,  by  a 

Mr.  Ilorwood,  a  surveyor  at  Bristol,  as  freehold  building 

land,  at  the  sum  of  6000/. 

On  the  6th  of  August,  1862,  the  mortgage  debt  of 
1400/.  was  transferred  by  the  building  society  to  the 
Rev.  William  Vassall,  who  was  a  client  of  the  defendants 
Messrs.  Daniel  &  Cox,  and,  to  secure  the  same  and  inter- 
est at  five  per  cent.,  the  premises  called  Amoury  Close 
were,  by  deed  of  that  date,  also  conveyed  by  Mary  B. 
(iibbs  to  the  said  William  Vassall ;  and  the  three  policies 
TTcre  also  assigned  to  him  by  way  of  collateral  security, 
the  premimns  being  still  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
T.  W.  Gibbs. 

On  the  8th  of  September,  1853,  a  renewed  lease  of 
Amoury  Close  was  granted  by  the  Dean  and  Chapter 
to  Mary  B.  Gibbs,  as  it  was  alleged,  to  be  held  by  her 
on  the  understanding  before  stated. 

On  the  26th  of  January,  1854,  part  of  Harding's  Pad- 
dock, on  which  two  houses,  now  known  as  7  and  8, 
Wellington  Park  Villas,  were  then  erected  or  in  process 
of  construction,  was  conveyed  by  Ann  Gibbs  to  Mrs. 
Ann  Vassall,  to  secure  the  sum  of  500/.  and  interest, 
which  sum  of  500/.  was  to  have  been  held,  as  alleged, 
for  the  benefit  of  T.  W.  Gibbs  for  life,  and  after  his 
death  of  the  other  children,  but  was  advanced  to  T.  W. 
Gibbs. 

By  an  indenture  of  the  11th  of  September,  1854,  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  800/.  therein  stated  to  have 
been  paid  by  the  plaintiff*  Mary  Bryant  Gibbs,  the  rever- 
sion in  fee  expectant  on  the  lease  of  the  8th  of  September, 
1853,  in  Amoury  Close,  was  conveyed  to  and  to  the  use 
of  Mary  B.  Gibbs  and  her  heirs  for  ever. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  16th  of  September,  1854, 
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1802.  Mary  B.  Gibbs  granted  to  John  Warren  and  his  heirs 
Gibbs  eight  lots  of  building  ground,  part  of  Amoury  Close, 
Daniel  reserving  the  rents  of  47.  \0s.  per  lot  on  four,  and  on  the 
other  four  the  rents  of  3/.  each  lot.  By  another  inden- 
ture, dated  the  following  day,  Mary  B.  Gibbs  granted 
four  other  lots  of  the  said  Amoury  Close  in  fee  to  Joseph 
Munn  and  his  heirs,  reserving  ground-rents  of  4/.,  4/.  10*., 
3/.,  and  3/.  respectively ;  and  on  the  next  day,  by  a  third 
indenture,  she  granted  four  other  lots  of  the  same  close 
to  the  plaintiff  Ann  Gibbs  and  her  heirs,  now  known  as 
2,  3,  and  4,  Welleslcy  Place,  and  a  fourth  plot,  sub- 
sequently known  as  No.  3,  Douro  Place,  btit  reserving 
ground-rents  of  41.  lOs.  on  the  first  three,  and  of  3Z.  on 
the  last. 

Part  of  the  small  remaining  portion  of  Amoury  Close, 
worth  about  60/.,  was  sold;  and  the  remainder,  of  the 
value  of  about  30/.,  was  retained  by  Miss  Gibbs. 

By  an  indenture  of  mortgage,  dated  the  19th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1854,  executed  the  22nd  of  January,  1855,  cer- 
tain other  parts  of  Amoury  Close,  together  with  the 
messuages  and  cottages  thereon,  were  conveyed  by  Mary 
B.  Gibbs  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  William  Vassall 
and  his  heirs,  with  a  proviso  for  redemption  on  repayment 
of  1400/.  and  interest;  by  another  indenture  of  mortgage, 
dated  on  the  same  19th  of  September,  1854,  but  not 
executed  until  the  7th  of  November,  1855,  the  ground- 
rents  reserved  by  the  indentures  of  grant  of  the  16th, 
17th,  and  18th  of  September,  1854,  and  all  the  remain- 
ing portion  of  the  premises  (except  a  small  part  worth 
about  60/.)  were  conveyed  by  Mary  B.  Gibbs  to  and  to 
the  use  of  Miss  M.  M.  Cox,  with  a  proviso  for  redemp- 
tion on  repayment  of  1000/.  and  interest. 

Messrs.  Daniel  &  Cox  transacted  the  whole  business 
connected  with  the  above  lease,  renewal,  purchase  of 
reversion,  grants,  and  mortgages  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 


Statement* 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

On  the  10th  of  September,  IS5S,  the  defendants  wrote        I662. 
to  Mr.  Gibbs  as  follow : — 

"  jMt.  Sweet  has  sent  requesting  payment  of  several 
Slims  due  for  insurance^  amounting  to  6/.  19^.  lOd.y  and 
unless  paid  forthwith  the  policies  will  be  avoided.  Miss 
Cox  has  written  for  her  interest,  and  indeed  we  are  quite 
tired  of  the  unsettled  state  of  matters ;  pray  come  at  once 
and  put  things  on  a  footing  which  may  save  you  and  our- 
selves so  much  trouble." 

On  the  2l8t  of  September  they  again  wrote  as 
follows : — 

"  Notwithstanding  our  last  letter  to  you,  we  found 
from  Mr.  Sweet  yesterday  that  you  had  not  paid  the 
insurance  premium,  and  we  were  compelled  to  do  so,  and 
you  have  not  thought  fit  to  see  us  on  the  subject.  It  is 
utterly  impossible  that  we  can  go  on  in  this  manner,  and 
unless  you  can  put  matters  on  a  better  footing  we  must 
look  into  the  business  with  a  view  to  a  final  settlement 
of  all  your  affairs.*' 

The  bill  alleged  that  Amoury  Close  and  the  two 
houses  on  part  of  Harding's  Paddock  were  held  by  Mary 
Bryant  Gibbs  and  Ann  Gibbs  in  trust  for  their  father 
and  his  children ;  and  that  the  defendants,  being  employed 
as  solicitors  as  above  stated,  were  well  aware  of  this 
iact  The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  alleged  that  they 
believed  that  by  a  deed  of  release,  dated  the  26th  of 
January,  1854,  Mr.  Pring  was  released  by  T.  W.  Gibbs 
and  his  children  from  all  claims  under  the  settlement. 
This  release^  which  was  put  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  was 
dated  the  26th  of  January,  1854,  and  made  between  the 
plaintiff  T.  W.  Gibbs  and  his  three  daughters  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  said  John  Pring  the  younger  of  the  other 
part,  reciting  that  all  the  children  had  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  that  Pring  had  invested  the  trust  sum  of  1 230/. 
in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  in  partly  erecting  villas 
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1862.  thereon,  in  Wellington  Park  Road,  Clifton,  numbered 
5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  15,  and  16;  and  that,  in  order  to  com- 
plete the  said  villas,  he  had  likewise  raised  500/.  on  Nos. 
5  and  6,  the  like  amount  on  Nos.  7  and  8,  the  like  on 
Nos.  9  and  10,  and  the  like  on  Nos.  15  and  16,  all  by 
way  of  mortgage ;  and  that  he  had  conveyed  Nos.  5  and  6 
to  Mary  Bryant  Gibbs,  also  7  and  8  to  Ann  Gibbs,  9  and 
10  to  Florence  Elizabeth  Gibbs,  and  15  and  16  to  William 
Kinton  Gibbs  (subject  as  aforesaid),  as  and  for  their 
shares  in  the  said  trust  sum  of  1230/. ;  they,  the  parties 
of  the  first  part,  declared  their  approbation  of  the  said 
application  of  the  fund,  and  released  John  Pring,  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  from  the  trusts 
absolutely. 

On  this  point  the  defendants  further  alleged  that  they 
believed  there  was  no  such  understanding  as  that  in  tlie 
bill  alleged,  and  that  Miss  Gibbs  obtained  the  renewal  of 
the  lease  for  herself,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  mort- 
gagees. They  denied  that,  eitlier  from  conversations  or 
from  the  title  deeds,  they  were  ever  aware  of  the  existence 
of  a  trust.  As  to  Vassall's  mortgage,  the  abstract  was 
furnished  by  Mr.  William  Sweet,  solicitor,  on  behalf  of 
Mary  B.  Gibbs ;  and  the  instructions  for  the  loan  were 
received  from  T.  W.  Gibbs. 

Some  time  before  the  8th  of  September,  1853,  tlie 
defendants  were  informed  by  T.  W.  Gibbs  that  he  (on 
behalf  of  his  daughter)  had  entered  into  a  treaty  for  the 
purchase  of  the  reversion.  The  defendant  Cox  said  he 
believed  a  valuation  by  Mr.  Horwood  was  produced  to 
him,  but  of  what  amount  he  could  not  set  forth ;  such 
valuation,  if  the  same  were  produced,  not  being  deemed 
such  as  they  could  rely  upon  or  attend  to  in  any  way  on 
behalf  of  their  clients.  The  defendants  declined  to  act 
on  such  valuation,  and  told  the  plaintiff  T.  W.  Gibbs 
that  they  should  require  a  valuation  to  be  made  by 
Messrs.  Pope  on  behalf  of  their  clients,  the  mortgagees. 
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The  purchase  deed  of  the  reversion  was  prepared  by  the  i&^»2. 
defendants  acting  for  Mary  B.  Gibbs  alone,  through  the  gibbs 
instructions  of  her  father.  As  to  the  mortgages  to  daniel. 
William  Vassall  and  Miss  Cox,  the  defendant  Alfred 
Cox  alleged  that  before  they  were  executed,  he  stated 
that,  judging  from  the  statements  of  T.  W.  Gibbs,  he 
believed  that  the  property  which  was  the  subject  of  the 
present  suit  would  be  a  suflScient  security  for  the  1400/. 
intended  to  be  secured  to  William  Vassall,  and  the  1200/. 
intended  to  be  advanced  by  Miss  Cox,  but  tliat  they 
(the  defendants)  should  require  another  valuation.  Ac- 
cordingly, Mr.  Pope  was  instructed  at  the  time  when  the 
deed  of  conveyance  was  in  the  hands  of  the  dean  and 
chapter,  and  the  plaintiff  Mary  B.  Gibbs  had  contracted 
with  Warren  and  Munn  for  the  grants  to  them ;  and  he 
the  defendant,  therefore  instructed  Mr.  Pope  to  assume 
that  the  grants  were  actually  executed. 

Mr.  Pope's  valuation  was  as  follows: — "We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  value  of  Mr.  Gibbs's  freehold  ground, 
Wellington  Park,  Durdham  Down,  is  2400/.  In  esti- 
mating the  sum  we  took  into  consideration  the  present 
state  of  the  premises  and  the  lettings  as  represented  by 
him.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  two  double  cottages 
and  the  one  inhabited  by  Mr.  Gibbs,  the  two  small 
cottages  and  stable,  and  their  site  and  ground  attached, 
arc  worth  1100/.,  making  the  total  present  value  of  the 
estate  3500/.''  The  defendants  said  that  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  by  them  no  houses  had  been  built  on  tlie 
plot  of  ground  comprised  in  the  grant  of  the  1 8th  of 
September,  1854,  so  that,  in  fact,  the  said  valuations 
being  based  upon  the  assumption  of  the  ground-rents 
being  adequately  secured  was  too  favourable.  As  to 
the  purchase  of  the  11th  of  September,  1854,  they 
alleged  as  follows : — 

"  When  the  purchase  by  the  plaintiff  Mary  B.  Gibbs 
of  the  fee  simple  of  the  premises  was  being  negotiated, 
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It  w*as  in  the  first  instance  supposed  that  it  might  suffice 
for  her  to  raise  by  mortgage  the  sum  of  1000/.,  but  be- 
fore the  money  had  been  advanced  it  became  evident  that 
1200/.  was  required  to  pay  the  purchase-money  for  the 
fee  simple  of  the  premises  and  the  expenses  attending 
the  purchase,  and  for  the  other  purposes  to  which  the 
sum  of  1200/.,  raised  as  afterwards  mentioned,  was  applied 
as  afterwards  stated,  and  we  accordingly  procured  a 
client  of  ours.  Miss  M.  M.  Cox,  to  advance  that  sum 
to  the  plaintiff  Mary  B.  Gibbs,  and  she  accordingly  paid 
to  us  for  the  plaintiff  Mary  B.  Gibbs  the  sum  of  1200/. 
on  the  13th  of  July,  1854,  which  sum  was  applied  as 
follows — the  sum  of  800/.  in  payment  of  the  purchase  of 
the  fee  simple,  together  with  48/.  135. 6rf.  interest  thereon, 
57/.  9*.  6c/.  to  the  solicitors  for  the  dean  and  chapter  for 
costs  and  valuation  fees ;  152/.  10^.  advanced  by  us  for 
payment  of  the  renewal  fine  of  said  lease,  with  6/.  3^.  5d* 
interest;  69/.  10*.  owing  to  us  on  an  equitable  security, 
dated  the  27th  of  May,  1853,  given  to  us  by  the  plaintiffs 
Thomas  W.  Gibbs,  Mary  B.  Gibbs,  and  Ann  Gibbs,  with 
3/,  16*.  2c/.  interest;  6/.  1*.  for  premiums  paid  by  us  for 
insurance  of  lives  on  which  the  property  was  held ;  and 
the  residue,  amounting  to  551.  I6s.  5c/.,  retained  by  us  in 
part  of  our  costs,  it  being  arranged  that  the  residue  of 
our  costs  should  stand  over.'' 

Further,  they  said  that  Wm.  Vassall  and  Miss  Cox 
had  continued  to  be  their  clients,  and  that  the  mortgages 
were  prepared  by  them  acting  as  solicitors  both  for  Mary 
B.  Gibbs  and  the  mortgagees  respectively;  but  they 
denied  that  they  acted  under  instructions  from  T.  W. 
Gibbs  alone.  As  regards  the  mortgage  for  1200/.  tlie 
defendant  Alfred  Cox  alleged  he  Was  positive  that  the 
plaintiff  Mary  B.  Gibbs  attended  him  on  more  than  one 
occasion,  and  was  fully  cognisant  of  and  sanctioned  the 
Raising  of  the  sum. 

The  plaintiffs  in  their  amended  bill  (after  the  draft 
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bills  of  costs  had  been  produced  in  the  cause)  alleged  1S62. 
that  the  law  business  arising  out  of  the  renewed  lease^ 
the  purchase  of  the  reversion,  and  the  mortgages,  was 
charged  against  T.  W.  Gibbs  in  their  original  drafts  of 
bills  of  costs  and  in  their  books ;  but  in  some  of  the  fair 
copies  and  late  bills  of  costs  it  was  charged  to  Mary  B. 
Gibbs.  They  also  said  that  no  account  or  memorandum 
was  ever  given  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  said  application  of 
the  1200/.  mortgage  money,  nor  was  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiffs  asked  to  such  application,  nor  were  any  of  the 
bills  of  costs  alleged  by  the  defendants  to  have  been  paid 
with  the  1200/.  ever  taxed. 

On  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  the  charges  for 
152i  10*.  and  69/.  10*.  were  not  given  up.  Many  of 
the  receipts  and  payments  on  account  of  the  property 
passed  through  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  and  were 
entered  in  one  general  account  against  T.  W.  Gibbs 
alone. 

The  charge  as  to  the  earlier  and  draft  entries  respect- 
iog  the  law  business  was  admitted  by  the  defendants. 
Edward  Daniel  said  that  when  he  saw  by  the  call-book 
that  T.  W.  Gibbs  had  been  in  the  oflBce,  not  knowing 
what  business  he  came  about,  or  which  of  his  children  to 
charge,  he  several  times  entered  "  Dr.  T.  W.  Gibbs,'*  and 
occasionally  filled  up  the  charge,  and  at  other  times  left 
it  blank  to  be  filled  up  by  the  defendant  Alfred  Cox. 

As  to  the  facts  more  immediately  prior  to  the  purchase 
the  evidence  was  conflicting. 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  September,  1855,  the  plaintiff 
T.  W.  Gibbs  became  embarassed,  and  was  threatened  by 
Ids  unsecured  creditors  in  respect  of  debts  contracted 
for  building  materials  and  other  matters.  Among  the 
oreditors  were  Messrs.  Grevile,  solicitors,  of  Bristol. 
The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  knew  of  his  em* 
barrassments,  having  been  informed  thereof  by  Messrs* 
Grcvile ;  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  some  bill  of 


Statement, 


12  CASES  L\  CHANCEUY. 

igG2.  costs  was  handed  in  or  referred  to  by  them  as  creditors, 
and  some  projH)sal3  were  made  that  the  daughters'  pro- 
perty should  be  given  up,  and  tliey  should  come  in  as 
creditors;  but  no  arrangement  was  come  to.  T.  W. 
Gibbs  also  became  distressed  in  mind,  and  whilst  in 
this  state,  shortly  before  December,  1855,  he  and  his 
daughter,  Mary  B.  Gibbs,  at  the  request  of  the  defend- 
ants, had  an  interview  with  them,  and  at  this  interview 
the  defendants  stated  that  their  clients,  the  mortgagees, 
had  frequently  written  for  their  interest.  That  there- 
upon Mary  B.  Gibbs  and  Ann  Gibbs  became  desirous  of 
raising  a  sum  of  money  in  order  to  settle  with  their 
father's  creditors.  That  the  defendants  offered  to  lend 
them  300/.,  and  to  include  the  same,  together  with  their 
costs  and  interest,  in  a  further  charge  upon  Amoury 
Close,  and  to  wait  without  interest  until  such  time  as  the 
property  could  bear  it;  but  this  proposal  was  never 
accepted.  On  the  13th  of  September,  1855,  T.  W.  Gibbs 
was,  by  the  advice  of  his  medical  attendant,  Mr.  Ber- 
nard, removed  to  the  country  and  plaped  under  the  charge 
of  a  keeper,  and  he  remained  of  unsound  mind  till  the 
latter  end  of  January,  1856,  and  it  was  not  until  after 
April,  1856,  that  he  was  able  to  transact  any  business. 
In  the  latter  end  of  1855  or  beginning  of  1856,  Miss 
Gibbs  was  informed  by  Mr.  Grevile  that  the  defendants 
had  determined  on  that  very  day  to  advertise  the  mort- 
gaged property  for  sale  by  auction,  which  they  said  they 
could  do  without  notice,  but  that  he  (Mr.  Grevile)  had 
induced  them  to  postpone  the  sale  for  a  week.  Tliat  no 
written  notice  was  given  by  the  mortgagees,  or  tlie  de- 
fendants as  their  solicitors,  that  they  intended  to  sell.  A 
further  meeting  having  taken  place  between  the  defend- 
ants, Mr.  Grevile,  and  Miss  Gibbs,  the  proposition  of  a 
purchase  by  the  defendants  was  started  by  them,  and 
thereupon  the  intervention  of  another  solicitor  was  con- 
sidered necessary,  and  that,  at  the   suggestion   of  the 
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defendants,  Mr.  Thomas  Crosby,  a  solicitor  of  Bristol,         i«C2. 
was  called  in.     Tliat  an  interview  took  place  between        Gibbs 
Mr.    Crosby   and  the   defendants   in   a   separate  room,      danxel. 
at  whicli   none   of   the   plaintiffs   were   present,   being 
the  first   interview    in   relation  to   this   business,   Mr. 
Crosby  not  having  seen  Mary  Bryant  or   Ann   Gibbs 
thereon  in  reference  to  any  proposal  whatever.     At  this 
interview  the  defendants  proposed  that  if  Mary  B.  Gibbs 
would  convey  to  them  the  mortgaged  premises  and  other 
pro|)erty  after  mentioned,  and  Ann  Gibbs  would  convey 
to  them  two  houses  and  other  property  after  mentioned, 
they  would  give  them  150/.  and  a  clearance.     Mr.  Crosby 
aflerwards  told  the  Misses  Gibbs  that  the  defendants  had 
intimated  to  him  that  unless  they  immediately  accepted 
the  offer  they  would  instantly  advertise  the  property  for 
sale.     The  defendants  themselves  also  urgently  pressed 
the  Misses  Gibbs  to  accept  their  offer,  and  from  time  to 
time  sent  messages  to  the  place  where  they  were  residing^ 
and  in  particular  about  the  10th  of  December,  urging 
them  to  give  a  final  answer.     That  at  length  the  Misses 
Gibbs,  being  distressed  and  perplexed,  and  not  appearing 
to  have  any  other  alternative,  consented  to  accept  the  offer. 
That  the  defendants  thereupon  prepared  the  two  draft 
agreements,  which  were  sent  to  the  office  of  Mr.  Crosby, 
who  called  on  the  Misses  Gibbs  and  stated  they  must  call 
and  sign  them  immediately,  or  the  defendants  would  put 
the  property  up  for  sale  by  auction.     That  Mary  Bryant 
Gibbs  and   Ann  Gibbs  accordingly  signed  the   papers, 
both  of  which  were  dated  the  8th  of  January,  1856.     By 
one   a   memorandum  of  agreement  which   appeared   to 
have   been   prepared  in  December,  1855,  and  to  have 
been  intended  to  be  executed  by  Ann  Gibbs  also,  and 
made  between  Mary  Bryant  Gibbs  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  defendants  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  title 
of  Mary  Brj'ant  Gibbs  to  Amoury  Close,  the  grants  of  the 
16th,  17th,  and  18th  of  September,  and  the  mortgages  of 


14 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1863. 


Statfijnent, 


the  19th  of  September,  1854,  and  that  Mary  B.  Gibbs 
had  conveyed  to  other  parties  the  remaining  small  portion, 
of  the  value  of  60/.,  of  Amoury  Close ;  also  that  she  was 
entitled  to  three  policies  for  400/.,  200/.,  and  700/.,  on  the 
life  of  Miss  Hounsell,  for  further  securing  the  said  sum 
of  1400/.  and  interest,  and  that  she  was  also  seised  of  a 
messuage  called  No.  2,  Anglesea  Place,  Durdhq^  Down, 
subject  to  a  fee-farm  rent  of  3/.  a  year,  and  to  a  mortgage 
debt  of  280/.  and  interest  due  to  one  George  Alvis,  it 
was  thereby  agreed  that  on  or  before  the  22nd  of  January 
then  next  the  defendants  should  pay  75/.  to  the  said  Mary 
B.  Gibbs,  and  should  take  upon  themselves  the  payment 
of  the  said  mortgage  debts  and  interest,  and  covenant  to 
indemnify  her  from  the  said  debts,  interest,  ground-rents, 
and  all  covenants,  &c. ;  and  that  she,  Mary  B.  Gibbs, 
should,  on  or  before  the  said  22nd  of  January,  and  on  the 
due  exercise  of  such  covenant  of  indemnification,  execute 
to  the  defendants,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  proper  conveyances  of  all  her  estate  and 
interest  in  Amoury  Close,  except  all  the  remaining  portion 
aforesaid,  and  of  all  her  estate  and  interests  in  the  mes- 
suage. No.  2,  Anglesea  Place,  and  in  the  policies  of 
assurance. 

The  three  policies  were  in  fact  never  assisjned,  having 
been  surrendered,  and  the  surrender  moneys,  amounting 
to  40/.  lOs.  8rf.,  received  by  the  defendants  on  the  26th 
of  May,  1856. 

By  the  other  memorandum  of  agreement,  dated  the 
8th  of  January,  1856  (the  draft  of  which  appeared  to 
have  been  prepared  in  December,  1855),  and  made  be- 
tween Ann  Gibbs  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendants  of 
the  other  part,  reciting  that  Ann  Gibbs  was  seised  of  the 
two  said  dwelling-houses,  7  and  8,  Wellington  Park 
Villas,  subject  to  a  fee-farm  rent  of  51,  each,  and  to  the 
mortgage  debt  of  500/.,  secured  by  the  mortgage  of  the 
26th  of  January,  and  an  arrear  of  interest ;  and  reciting 
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the  grant  of  the  18th  of  September5  1854;  it  was  agreed        i^S- 
that  the  defendants  should^  on  or  before  the  22hd  of       Gibbs 
January  then  instant,  jiay  to  the  said  Ann  Gibbs  the  sum      daniei. 
of  75/.,  and  take  upon  tliemsclves  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt  of  500/.  and  interest,  and  should  execute 
a  covenant  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  Ann  Gibbs  from 
the  said  debt  and  interest  and  ground-rents,  and  that  the 
•aid  Ann  Gibbs  should,  on  or  before  the  said  22nd  of 
January  and  the  due  execution  of  the  said  coyenant  of 
indemnification,  execute  to  the  defendants  proper  con* 
veyances  of  the  messuages,  7  and  8,  Wellington  Park 
Villas,  and  also  of  the  plots  of  ground  contained  in  the 
grant  of  the  18th  of  September,  1854. 

The  defendants,  in  answer  to  this  part  of  the  case, 
alleged  that  they  made  repeated  applications  to  Mary  B« 
Gibbs,  through  her  father  T.  W.  Gibbs,  from  February 
to  November,  1855,  for  payment  of  interest  on  the  mort* 
gages,  and  that  Mr.  T.  W.  Gibbs  requested  them  to 
procure  200/.  for  a  short  period  on  the  security  of  houses 
in  Wellington  Park. 

That  on  the  22nd  of  November  T.  W.  Gibbs  expressed 
to  them  the  defendants  his  fear  of  being  arrested  by  his 
creditors,  and  said  he  must  retire  out  of  their  reach* 
That  it  was  not  until  the  22nd  of  November,  1855,  that 
they  had  any  knowledge  of  T.  W.  Gibbs's  embarrass- 
ments. That  meetings  took  place  between  Mr.  Giles 
Orevile  and  defendants  after  this  date,  but  not,  to  the 
be?t  of  their  belief,  in  the  presence  of  Mary  B.  Gibbs. 
That  her  father  was  then  in  Bristol,  having  hidden  him- 
self from  his  creditors.  That  the  defendants  believed 
that  T.  W.  Gibbs  shortly  after  became  unable  to  transact 
business,  owing  to  distress  in  consequence  of  his  debts ; 
bat  they  said  he  continued  in  such  state  for  a  short 
period  only,  and  that  he  had  recovered  before  the  29th 
of  January,  1856,  after  which  date  he  was  in  a  fit  state 
to  transact  business ;  and  that  he  removed  from  place  to 
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i80->.  place,  not  in  consequence  of  the  state  of  his  mind,  but 
to  avoid  his  creditors. 

That  the  defendants  did  not  offer  to  lend  plaintiffs  300/., 
and  include  the  same  in  a  further  charge  on  Amoury 
Close,  and  to  wait  for  the  interest*;  but  they  did  proceed 
to  raise  a  sum  upon  the  security  of  the  premises  in  Wel- 
lington Park  in  manner  aforesaid.  They  said  that,  their 
clients'  interest  remaining  unpaid  and  unsecured,  they 
were  not  willing  to  wait  any  longer ;  and,  after  several 
interviews  with  Mr.  Crosby  relative  to  the  payment  of 
the  interest  due  to  their  clients,  the  proposition  for  a 
purchase  was  started,  but  not  by  them. 

The  defendants  alleged  that  the  intervention  of  another 
solicitor  was  not  necessary,  as  Mr.  Crosby  was  in  fact 
acting  as  solicitor  for  Mary  Bryant  Gibbs  and  Ann  Gibbs. 
That  on  the  23rd  of  November  Mr.  Crosby  called  on 
defendants,  and  on  that  and  on  the  following  day  had  an 
interview  with  him,  stating  that  he  had  been  concerned 
for  T.  W.  Gibbs  and  his  family  for  many  years,  and  re- 
quested to  be  informed  of  the  ix)sition  of  mortgages  and 
other  transactions  between  the  defendants  and  his  clients. 
That  the  defendants  told  him  of  the  amounts  due  and 
the  repeated  applications  for  interest,  and  requested  him 
to  see  if  any  means  could  be  found  to  prevent  the  neces- 
sity of  a  sale,  which  was  inevitable  unless  this  could  be 
done.  After  some  discussion  Mr.  Crosby  gave  it  as  his 
opinion  that  if  200/.  could  be  found  by  sale  of  the  equity 
of  redemption  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  in  order  that  a 
composition  might  be  offered  to  the  creditors,  who  had 
declared  their  intention  of  holding  the  Misses  Gibbs 
liable  for  their  father's  debts,  the  former  might  be  released 
from  their  difHculties.  That  Messrs.  Grevile  were  at 
one  time  disposed  to  accept  this  offer,  but  afterwards  de- 
clined to  purchase.  That  on  the  7  th  of  December  Mr. 
Crosby  proposed  to  defendants  that  they  should  give 
150/.  for  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  discharge  Mary 
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B.  Gibbs  and  Ann  Gibbs  from  payment  of  coste,  and 
also  exonerate  T,  W.  Gibbs  from  liability  in  respect  of  a 
joint  note  due  from  him  and  Messrs.  Pring  &  Son  to 
Mr.  John  Arnold,  a  client  of  defendants,  for  100/.  That 
defendants  agreed  to  this  proposal,  and  volunteered  to 
abandon  their  contract  in  favour  of  the  creditors,  pro- 
vided payment  was  made  of  the  interest  and  other  moneys 
(exclusive  of  principal)  to  defendants'  clients,  and  also 
their  costs.  It  was  arranged  that  a  decisive  answer 
should  be  given  on  the  1 1th  of  December. 

That  on  the  8th  of  December  Miss  Gibbs  called  on 
defendants,  and  told  them  that  she  was  consulting  with 
her  friends,  and  she  particularly  mentioned  her  uncle, 
Mr.  James  Gibbs,  an  auctioneer  and  appraiser,  and  pro- 
mised tliat  defendants  should  have  a  decisive  answer  on 
the  11th  of  December,  at  twelve  o'clock.  That  on  the 
nth  she  called  and  said  that  a  final  answer  would  be 
given  at  two  o'clock,  but,  not  having  heard  from  her,  de- 
fendants sent  to  her  at  the  house  of  her  aunt,  and  were 
told  they  might  learn  from  Mr.  Grevile  what  the  answer 
was.  They  therefore  sent  to  Mr.  Grevile's  office,  and 
not  finding  him  they  sent  the  following  letter : — 


1862. 


Statement, 


^*  Thomas  Crosby,  Esq.,  Solicitor,  Bristol. 

"  Dear  Sir, — You  will  doubtless  remember  that  Miss 
Mary  Bryant  Gibbs  undertook  positively  to  give  us  a 
final  answer  on  the  propositions  submitted  to  her  and  her 
friends  at  twelve  o'clock  this  day,  and  we  consented  to  a 
further  postponement  of  proceedings,  on  tlie  part  of  our 
clients,  on  the  faith  of  his  promise.  Miss  Gibbs  has  been 
to  us  for  information  once  or  twice  since,  and  at  twelve 
o'clock  to-day  promised  us  a  final  answer  at  two  o'clock. 
We  have  not  seen  or  heard  of  her,  and  on  sending  a 
messenger  to  her  aunt's  were  informed  that  she  was  gone 
away,  and  that  we  might  learn  from  Mr.  Grevile  what 
the  answer  was.     We  have  sent  to  Mr.  Grevile's  office, 
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and  find  him  gone  away.  Under  these  circumstances  we 
feel  that  our  consideration  for  the  Misses  Gibbs  is  ill 
bestowed,  and  that  we  must  now  simply  look  to  our 
clients  and  ourselves.     Wc  remain,  dear  sir,  yours  truly, 

'*  Daniel  and  Cox." 

That  a  few  days  afterwards- Mr.  Crosby  told  defendants 
their  offer  was  accepted,  and  the  drafts  of  the  contracts 
were  prepared.  They  were  perused  and  approved  by 
Mr.  Crosby,  and  afterwards  executed  on  the  8th  of 
January^ 

The  bill  alleged  that  wlien  the  deeds  of  purchase  were 
engrossed  ready  for  execution,  the  plaintiffs  Mary  Bryant 
and  Ann  Gibbs,  on  the  Tith  of  April,  1856,  went  with 
their  father^  who  had  not  tlien  recovered  his  health,  and 
executed  the  deeds  and  received  150/.,  which  was  appro- 
priated to  the  payment  of  some  of  the  plaintiff  T.  W. 
Gibbs's  creditors. 

That  by  the  first  of  these  deeds,  dated  the  12th  of 
April,  1856,  and  made  between  Mary  B.  Gibbs  of  the 
one  part  and  the  defendants  of  the  other  part,  after  re- 
citing that  there  was  owing  to  Miss  Cox,  under  the 
mortgage,  1200/.  and  50/.  for  interest,  and  owing  to 
William  Vassall  on  the  mortgage  1400/.  and  168/.  for  in- 
terest, and  that  the  defendants,  as  copartners,  had  con- 
tracted with  Mary  B.  Gibbs  for  the  absolute  purchase  of 
the  premises  for  100/. ;  in  consideration  of  100/.  to  Mary 
B.  Gibbs  paid  by  the  defendants,  the  property  called 
Amoury  Close,  and  all  the  hereditaments  comprised  in 
the  indenture  of  the  11th  of  September,  1854  (except 
the  sixteen  plots  granted  by  the  deeds  of  the  16  th,  17th, 
and  18th  of  September,  and  a  small  portion),  were  con- 
veyed to  and  to  the  use  of  the  defendants  and  their  heirs, 
subject  to  the  two  indenftires  of  mortgage. 

By  a  bond  of  even  date  the  defendants  covenanted  to 
indemnify  Mary  B.  Gibbs  against  the  mortgages  of  the 
19th  September,  1854. 
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By  another  indenture  of  the  same  date^  and  made 
between  Ann  Gibbs  of  the  one  part  and  the  defendants 
of  the  other  part,  in  consideration  of  50/.  to  Ann  Gibbs 
pud  by  the  defendants,  the  two  plots  of  ground  called 
7  and  8  Wellington  Park  were  conveyed  to  the  defend- 
ants, their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  mortgagee,  Ann  Vassall, 
having  been  previously  paid  off  by  the  defendants  on  the 
26th  of  March,  1856. 

By  a  third  indenture  of  the  same  date,  between  the 
same  parties,  for  a  nominal  consideration,  the  four  plots 
of  ground,  known  as  2,  3,  and  4,  Wellesley  Place,  and 
No.  3,  Douro  Place,  were  conveyed  to  the  defendants, 
their  heirs  and  assigns ;  and  by  a  bond  of  even  date  the 
jdaintiff  Ann  Gibbs  was  indemnified  against  Mrs. 
Yassall's  mortgage  of  500/.,  but  not  against  the  ground- 
rents,  as  required  by  the  memorandum  of  the  8th  of 
January,  1856. 

A  letter  of  even  date  was  handed  by  Messrs.  Daniel  & 
Cox  to  Mary  Bryant  and  Ann  Gibbs,  stating  that  they 
the  defendants  had  no  claims  on  them  for  costs  or  other- 
wise. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that,  until  T.  W.  Gibbs's  illness 
Mr.  Crosby  had  not  acted  for  them  in  any  matters  re- 
hiting  to  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  that  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  he  was  ignorant  of  the  true  value  of  the 
property.  No  calculation  was  entered  into  or  reason 
given  why  the  sums  of  100/.  and  50/.  were  fixed  upon, 
nor  were  the  valuations  either  of  Mr.  Horwood  or  of 
Mr.  Pope  alluded  to.  No  bills  of  costs  were  delivered  at 
any  time,  and  if  any  bill  of  costs  was  handed  in  by  Mr. 
Crosby  at  the  meeting  of  the  creditors,  it  had  not  been 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffii  or  any  of  them.  Notwithstanding 
the  statements  about  the  importunity  of  the  mortgagees 
they  were  still  unpiud,  and  the  alleged  importunity  was  a 
fiction.  The  purchase-money  of  100/.,  even  with  the 
alleged  further  consideration,  was  very  far  below  the  real 
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value^  the  actual  outlay,  including  the  cost  of  the  original 
leasehold^  495/. ;  the  renewal,  152/.  10^. ;  the  reversion^ 
800/.  less  60/.,  leaving  740/. ;  making  roads  and  fences, 
200/. ;  boundary  walls,  90/. ;  new  road  with  footpaths  and 
curbs,  190/. ;  erecting  eight  houses,  1030/. :  total,  2897/.  10*. 
On  the  8th  of  January  and  the  12th  of  April  the  premises 
comprised  in  the  indenture  of  the  latter  date  were  of 
much  greater  value  than  the  mortgage-money  .and  con- 
sideration-money put  together  (2918/.),  inasmuch  as  they 
were  of  the  value  of  6000/.  or  thereabouts.  The  value 
of  the  premises  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  the  12th  of 
April  were  of  far  greater  value  than  575/.,  being  of  the 
present  value  of  800/.  or  thereabouts.  That  the  defend- 
ants were  well  aware  of  the  true  value,  and  had  acquired 
the  premises  at  a  great  undervalue ;  that  they  had  sold 
parts  and  received  the  purchase-money  to  the  amount  of 
2160/.,  and  ground-rents  to  the  amount  of  1020/.,  and 
that  the  unsold  portion  was  worth  about  3000/. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  three  indentures  of  the  12th 
of  April,  1856,  might  be  declared  invalid,  and  that  re- 
conveyances might  be  executed,  and  asked  for  an  account. 

The  defendants'  statements  as  to  the  proceedings  sub- 
sequent to  the  8th  of  January,  1856,  were  as  follows : — 

That  on  the  6th  of  February,  1856,  Mr.  Charles  Harris, 
solicitor  of  Bristol,  called  upon,  them  on  the  part  of  the 
creditors,  and  stated  that  he  had  understood  from  Mr. 
Thomas  Crosby  that  defendants  had  contracted  for  the 
purchase  of  the  property,  and  that  150/.  would  be  divided 
amongst  Mr.  Gibbs's  creditors  if  they  would  accept  that 
sum  by  way  of  composition  in  full  of  their  demands,  and 
that  the  defendants  were  willing  to  abandon  such  con- 
tracts in  favour  of  the  creditors  if  they  wished,  on  pay- 
ment by  them  of  the  amount  of  defendants'  claims,  and 
he  requested  to  know  what  those  terms  were,  that  he 
might  inform  the  creditors  at  an  adjourned  meeting  to 
be  held  next  day.     At  such  interview  Mr.  Crosby  in- 
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formed  Mr.   Harris  verbally  of  defendants'  claims,  and  1862. 

those  of  their  clients,  and  stated  that  defendants  were  gibbs 

about  to  write  a  letter,  which  they  accordingly  wrote,  d\nii  l 
and  sent  in  the  words  following : — 


Statement, 


"  Bristol,  6th  February,  1856. 
"  Thomas  Crosby,  Esq.,  solicitor,  Bristol. 

"  Dear  Sir, — As  the  solicitor  acting  on  the  part  of  the 
blisses  Gibbs,  we  beg  to  address  you  on  the  subject  of 
our  position  with  your  clients.     As  they  express  a  desire, 
m  case  their  father's  creditors  should  deem  it  desirable, 
to  take  the  property  on  mortgage  to  our  clients  (and 
lately  contracted  to  be  sold  by  the  Misses  Gibbs  to  us 
ibr  150/.  oyer  and  above  all  charges  and  claims  by  our- 
selves and  our  clients),  we  beg  to  state  that  in  case  the 
creditors  are  prepared  within   fourteen   days   after  the 
meeting  which  takes  place  to-morrow  to  pay  the  sum  of 
707/.  As.  6d.,  being  the  interest,  &c.,  now  due,  and  our 
costs  attendant  on  the  late  negotiation,   &c.,  and  will 
make  arrangements  satisfactory   to  our  clients  for  the 
payment  of  the  principal  money,  that  we  shall  be  willing 
to  abandon  our  contracts  with  the  Misses  Gibbs.     As 
the  result  of  this  matter^  there  will  be  due  to  our  clients 
as  mortgagees  of  the  Misses  Gibbs,  after  payment  of  the 
said  sum  of  707/.  4^.  ^d,,  the  following  sums  on  these 
securities: — The  Rev.  W.   Vassall,  on  Amoury  Close, 
1400/.,  interest  paid  to  6th   of  February,    1856;    Miss 
M.  ^L  Cox,  on  Amoury  Close,  1200/.,  interest  paid  to 
15th  of  January,  1856 ;  Mrs.  Vassall,  on  7  and  8,  Wel- 
lington Park  Soad,  500/.,  interest  paid  to  26th  of  January, 
1856;    Mr.    George   Alvis,   2,   Anglesea  Place,   280/., 
interest  paid  to  February,  1856.     We  also  mention,  that 
the  creditors  may  perfectly  understand  our  position,  that 
900i  is  due  to  our  client  Mr.  Stiffe,  as  mortgagee  of  Mr. 
T.  W.  Gibbs,  on  1  and  2,  Wellington  Villas ;  and  also 
that  if  the  above  money  is  paid,  the  creditors  will  be 
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1863.  entitled  to  receive  the  dividend  oa  the  debt  due  to 
GmBs  client  from  Mr.  Pring,  which  debt  and  interest  ami 
Uariel.  **  about  126/.  We  ehall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  i 
the  creditors  determine  aa  doon  as  poseible,  and  rea 
Dear  Sir, 

Your  truly, 

Dakiel  &  Cox 

The  defendants  said  that  the  contracts  Trith  the  M: 
Gibbe  included  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  pren 
described  aa  "2,  Aoglesea  Place,"  but  defendants  { 
up  the  same  at  the  request  of  Mary  B.  Gibbs,  thro 
her  father,  and  after  some  discussion  with  Mr.  Cro 
such  premises  not  being  of  any  value  over  the  mortgi 
money  and  interest.  Defendants  were  afterwards 
formed  that  the  creditors  declined  to  accept  their  ( 
and  take  the  property,  and  that  they  had  consentet 
accept  a  composition. 

They  denied  the  charges  in  the  bill,  and  alleged 
Mr.  Crosby  had  acted  in  a  great  many  matters  for 
plaintiffs  and  tJieir  family,  and  that  afler  several  i 
ferencea  between  the  Misses  Gibbs  and  tlieir  relat 
150/.  was  fixed  upon  as  a  fair  price  for  the  prem 
They  denied  having  represented  the  mortgagees  as 
portunate,  and  said  they  only  stated  that  tlie  int€ 
must  be  paid.  A  great  part  of  Miss  Cox's  mortf 
debt  was  still  due,  and  Wm.  Vassall's  debt  had  been  tr 
ferred.  They  denied  that  150/.  was  at  all  below 
value  of  the  premises  at  tlie  time  of  the  purchase.  1 
further  smd  that  the  property  had  decreased  in  v 
since  Messrs.  Pope's  valuation  in  consequence  of 
Russian  war. 

The  plaintil^  by  their  amended  bill  further  alli 
that  the  offer  contwned  in  the  letter  of  the  6th  of  1 
ruary,  1856,  was  so  clogged  with  conditions  that  it 
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impossible  for  it  to  be  accepted  in  such  terms.  The 
approval  of  Mr.  Crosby  to  the  deeds  of  contract  and 
oonveyances,  if  given,  was  merely  to  see  to  their  being 
regular  in  form.  If  any  bills  of  costs  were  handed  in  by 
Mr.  Crosbv  at  the  meetincr  of  creditors,  he  had  no  autho- 
rity  to  examine  and  no  means  of  examining  the  accounts. 

On  the  26th,  of  March,  1856,  the  defendants  issued 
circulars  stating  that  they  were  in  a  situation  to  give  the 
price  of  the  garden  part  of  Amoury  Close,  which  would 
be  sold  under  restrictions,  &c. 

Miss  Cox,  on  the  29th  of  April,  1856,  by  a  deed  of 
conveyance  of  that  date,  for  the  nominal  consideration  of 
10s.,  released  to  the  defendants  a  small  plot  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  called  Amoury  Close.  The  plaintiffs 
allied  that  the  value  of  this  plot  was  1000/.,  and  that 
the  conveyance  expressed  that  Miss  Cox  was  satisfied 
with  the  residue  of  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  her 
mortgage  as  a  security  for  1 200/.  and  interest. 

By  ten  indentures  of  purchase  dated  en  various  days, 
from  the  27th  of  May  to  the  18th  of  Dc  ^ember,  1856, 
the  defendants  sold  as  many  portions  of  the  small  plot 
comprised  in  the  indenture  dated  the  29th  of  April,  1856, 
to  the  purchasers  therein  named  for  several  sums  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  771/. 

In  the  course  of  the  same  year  other  portions  of  the 
property  comprised  in  Miss  Cox's  and  in  William  Vassall's 
mortgage  were  sold.  On  the  30th  of  November  part  of 
the  property  comprised  in  VassalPs  mortgage  was  agreed 
to  be  sold  to  one  Stroud  for  the  sum  of  600/. ;  and  on  the 
2l8t  of  December,  1858,  Vassall's  mortgage  was  trans- 
ferred. 

In  their  voluntary  answer  to  the  amended  bill  the 
defendants  set  forth  a  letter,  addressed  by  them  to  T.  W* 
Gibbs,  on  the  19th  of  November,  1855,  in  which  they 
wrote  as  follows :— '*  The  business  cannot  so  remain,  and. 
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statement. 


r. 
Daniel. 

Statement, 
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1862.  unless  we  see  you  to-morrow  we  must  send  to  your 
GiBBs  daughters  to  come  to  us."  They  contended  that  this 
letter  showed  that  at  that  time  they  treated  T.  W.  Gibbs 
as  agent  for  his  daughters.  They  also  set  forth  a  letter, 
written  by  T.  W.  Gibbs  to  a  Mr.  Pitt  shortly  before  the 
31st  of  January,  1856,  in  the  postscript  to  which  were 
these  expressions : — "  I  think  it  would  h^ve  a  very  good 
effect  if  you  were  to  state  in  bottom  of  your  circular 
calling  the  meeting  that  Mr.  Gibbs  had  been  insane  since 
November,  but  was  now  getting  better."  They  also  said 
that  since  their  former  answer  they  had  ascertained  that 
they  had  prepared  and  engrossed  a  further  charge,  in 
favour  of  Mr.  John  Alvis,  for  200/.,  and  they  alleged,  if  the 
said  Thomas  Washer  Gibbs  had  gone  on,  this  matter  would 
have  been  concluded.  As  it  was,  they  alleged  that  they 
paid  Mr.  John  Alvis  5L  on  the  26th  of  April,  1856,  as  a 
compensation  for  keeping  his  money  unemployed.  They 
denied  that  they  had  put  any  pressure  on  the  Misses 
Gibbs,  and  said  that  the  latter  had  the  benefit  of  the 
advice  of  their  father,  Mrs.  Chappell,  Mr.  Salter  another 
uncle,  and  the  advice  and  assistance  of  Mr.  Crosby  and 
Mr.  Pitt  The  creditors,  after  inquiry,  thought  it  un- 
advisable  to  disturb  defendants'  contract,  and  resolved  to 
accept  T.  W.  Gibbs's  offer  of  4*.  6d.  in  the  pound. 

Nothing  was  done  by  the  defendants  to  realise  the  pro- 
perty till  after  the  decision  of  the  creditors,  soon  after 
the  6th  of  February,  1856. 

In  a  joint  affidavit  by  the  plaintiffs,  Miss  Gibbs  verified 
the  statement  as  to  the  meeting  between  the  defendants, 
one  of  the  Messrs.  Grevile,  and  herself,  and  that  Mr. 
Crosby  was  sent  for  by  the  defendants.  She  deposed 
also  that  when  the  defendants'  offer  was  communicated  to 
her  by  Mr.  Crosby  she  was  startled  at  the  proposal, 
being  quite  unprepared  for  it,  and  considering  that  it  was 
previously  settled  as  to  the  300/.  She  gave  Mr.  Crosby 
no  authority  to  entertain  such  proposal,  and  she  thought 
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it  premature.     She  and  her  sister  believed  tiuat,  from         isfl-i. 
their  father's  strange  manner,  Mr.  Crosby  was  misled  as 
to  the  value  of  the  property.    The  deponents  remembered 
that  Mr.  Crosby  advised  them  to  go  through  the  Insolvent 
Court,  and  that  the  defendant  Alfred  Cox  stated  that,  in 
case  the  property  should  not  realise  enough  by  sale  to  pay 
the  mortgages,  costs,  and  incumbrances,  they  would  be 
personally  liable.    This  frightened  them  very  much.    The 
plaintiff  T.  W.  Gibbs  said,  that  in  1852  Mr.  Crosby  bor- 
rowed  money  of  him,  and  had  verbally  offered  to  work  it 
oat  in  law  business,  or  to  that  effect ;  and  it  was  admitted 
he  had  assisted  the  plaintiff  in  his  affairs  on  several  sub- 
sequent occasions.     The   Misses  Gibbs  said  that   their 
reason  for  going  to  Mr.  Crosby,  as  suggested,  was  be- 
cause they  knew  him  to  be  acting  in  the  matter  of  their 
Cither's  creditors,  and  they  knew  of  no  other  course  to 
adopt.     Mr.  Crosby  had  never  sent  them  in  any  bill  of 
costs  in  relation  to  Amoury  Close  or  Harding's  Paddock. 
They  further  said  they  remembered,  in  the  month  of 
December,  1855,  whilst  their  father  was  away  and  inca- 
pacitated, that  at  an  interview  with  the  defendants,  in 
company  with  Mr.  Grevile,  the  solicitor  for  the  English 
Provident  Building  Society,  Mr.  Grevile  told  the  defen- 
dants in  their  presence  that  the  society  would  give  1000/. 
for  the  garden  plot,  e>.,  the  portion  of  Amoury  Close 
released  from  Miss   Cox's  mortgage.      The    defendant 
Alfred  Cox  told  them  that,  even  if  this  were  done,  it  was 
not  enough  to  pay  them  off.     As  to  the  release,  T.  W. 
Gibbs   said   that  in   1854   his  son,  having   had   certain 
moneys  advanced  to  him,  and  Pring  having  lent  him,  the 
said  T.  W.  Gibbs,  the  trust  fund,  it  was  thought  prudent 
to  release  Pring  so  far  as  his  own  and  his  children's  per- 
sonal claim  against  him  was  concerned,  the  understanding 
being  that  the  trust  in  Amoury  Close  still  subsisted. 
Neither  of  the  Misses  Gibbs  signed  at  the  time,  plaintiffs' 
object  being  to  delay  any  final  arrangement  until  matters 
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could  be  placed  on  a  satisfactory  footing.  No  mention 
was  made  in  the  release  of  Amoury  Close,  neither  was  it 
intended  that  that  property  should  be  in  any  way  affected 
thereby.  The  daughters  deposed  that  afterwards,  at  the 
end  of  1855  or  beginning  of  1856,  their  father  being  in 
an  embarrassed  and  incapacitated  state,  Mr.  Pring  became 
uneasy  as  to  his  position,  and  they  signed  the  release  for 
his  satisfaction,  and  without  the  least  intention  of  com- 
promising their  rights  as  to  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  Grevile  deposed  that  he  was  asked  by  one  of  the 
defendants  to  peruse  a  draft  which  he  understood  to  be  a 
draft  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption  to  the 
defendants,  and  which  he  refused  to  do,  for  in  the  first 
place  he  did  not  consider  himself  professionally  concerned, 
and  in  the  next  place  he  did  not  like  the  transaction. 

Messrs.  Horwood  and  Wainwright  deposed  to  having 
valued  the  fee  simple  of  Amoury  Close  in  March,  1852, 
as  building  land,  at  6000/, ;  as  it  stood  in  April,  1856,  at 
6358/.;  and  as  it  stood  on  the  20th  March,  1860,  at 
6128/.  65.  M, 

Messrs.  Daniel  and  Cox,  by  their  aflidavit,*fdenied 
any  knowledge  of  any  trust  whatever ;  they  denied  that 
when  Miss  Gibbs  was  informed  that  if  the  mortgages 
should  be  deficient  she  would  be  personally  liable  she 
appeared  frightened  or  surprised,  or  that  at  any  interview 
as  alleged  Mr.  E.  Grevile  said  that  any  building  society 
would  give  1000/.  for  the  garden  plot;  they  deposed  that 
Mr.  Grevile's  refusal  to  peruse  the  draft  related  to  another 
matter. 

Mr.  Crosby,  in  an  affidavit,  said  he  had  been  solicitor 
for  T,  W.  Gibbs  for  seventeen  years  and  upwards,  and  for 
a  number  of  years  for  others  of  the  plaintiffs  and  their 
friends.  In  August,  1852,  he  made  out  a  bill  of  costs 
against  T.  W.  Gibbs,  showing  a  balance  which  had  never 
been  paid.  T.  W.  Gibbs  was  always  in  his  debt.  During 
Gibbs's  difiSculties  in  1855  he  felt  willing  to  act  for  the 
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plaintiffs,  though  he  did  not  expect  to  be  properly  paid  for 
his  services.  In  November,  1855,  he  was  consulted  by 
Mary  B.  Gibbs  and  Ann  Gibbs,  and  he  found  from  his  call- 
book  that  Miss  Gibbs  called  at  his  office  on  the  7th,  9th, 
13th,  and  ten  other  days  in  November,  sixteen  days  in 
December,  and  seventeen  days  in  January,  1856,  He 
had  interviews  with  others  of  Miss  Gibbs's  relatives  and 
friends.  They  all  said  that  the  property,  if  sold,  would 
not  produce  the  amount  due  upon  it,  whereupon  he  pro- 
posed to  plaintiffs  to  sell  the  equity  of  redemption.  Mr. 
Grevile  at  once  proposed  to  give  100/.  Ultimately  the 
deponent  was  unable  to  prevail  on  any  of  the  solicitors  of 
the  mortgagees  except  the  defendants  to  purchase.  The 
defendants  agreed  to  give  150/.  for  the  equities  of  re- 
demption, and  to  give  a  full  discharge  of  all  their  claims 
for  costs  on  the  plaintiffs.  The  sum  of  150/.  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  deponent  as  the  lowest  suoi  which  he  could 
offer  to  the  creditors  with  any  prospect  of  their  accepting 
it  On  the  Slst  of  January,  previously  to  a  meeting  of 
the  creditors,  deponent  received  the  following  letter  from 
the  plaintiff  T.  W.  Gibbs  :— 
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**  Mr.  Crosby. 

"  Dear  Sir, — Should  Mr.  Harris,  or  any  one,  call  on 
you  about  my  matters  and  the  property  on  Down,  please 
to  give  no  answers  at  all ;  say.  Let  it  be  brought  on  at 
the  meeting,  Thursday,  and  then  you  will  consult  Misses 
GKbbs,  your  clients ;  but  do  not  tell  them,  as  things  are 
strangely  altered  since  I  saw  you.'^ 


That  he,  Crosby,  perused  the  drafts  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs,  but  did  not  carefully  peruse  the  bill  of  costs, 
•8  the  plaintiffs  were  quite  satisfied  that  the  property,  if 
sold,  would  not  have  realised  the  mortgage  monies  and 
interest.  Deponent  therefore  thought  any  scrutiny  of 
the  costs  quite  useless.     In  the  year  1853  he  was  re-^ 
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18G2.  quested  by  T.  W.  Gibbs  to  propose  the  release  to  Pring ; 
Giubs  no  mention  was  made  by  T.  W.  Gibbs  that  the  property 
Daniel.  '^^  "^^^^^  transferred  to  his  children;  but  he  (Crosby) 
understood  the  trust  was  fully  at  an  end.  It  was  exe- 
cuted by  T.  W.  Gibbs  and  his  son  on  the  day  of  the 
date,  by  Mary  B.  and  Ann,  Gibbs  (deponent  believed) 
a  few  days  afterwards,  and  by  Florence  E.  Gibbs  on  her 
coming  of  age. 

Mr.  Pitt  deposed  that  in  1859  T.  W.  Gibbs  told  him 
he  was  about  to  institute  this  suit.  Deponent  said  he 
thought  it  was  most  ungracious  to  attempt  it,  when  he 
and  his  daughters  had  been  so  anxious  that  the  property 
should  be  sold  at  the  time.  T.  W.  Gibbs  said  he  did  not 
mind  that,  and  that  he  could  set  the  sale  aside,  for  no 
lawyers  could  buy  of  their  clients,  and  quoted  a  law  case 
to  that  effect,  which  he  said  he  had  read.  Deponent  said, 
"  Suppose  Daniel  and  Cox  had  lost  3000/.  by  the  specula- 
tion, would  you  have  lost  anything  then?"  He  shrugged 
his  shoulders  and  laughed,  intimating  his  dissent. 

Mr.  Pope,  surveyor,  deposed  that  in  July,  1854,  he 
was  instructed  by  defendants  to  value  the  property,  on 
the  assumption  that  sixteen  of  the  plots  had  ground- 
rents  of  4/.  105.  each  secured  on  them,  and  the  others  3/. 
each.  In  his  valuation  he  included  two  cottages  which 
ought  to  have  been  pulled  down  in  order  properly  to  com- 
plete the  plan  for  building  purposes ;  therefore  his  valua- 
tion was  too  high.  He  valued  the  land  as  building  land, 
at  the  rate  of  between  700/.  and  800/.  .in  acre.  In  tlic 
year  1852  ninety-six  new  houses  were  commenced  in  the 
parish  of  Clifton,  in  1855  only  nineteen,  and  in  1856  only 
nineteen.  He  attributed  the  depreciation  to  the  great 
number  of  failures  by  builders,  the  fear  of  a  long 
war  with  Russia,  and  the  increase  in  the  price  of  all 
materials.  At  Christmas,  1855,  he  should  not  have 
valued  the  property  at  above  2600/.  He  could  account 
for  Mr.   Horwood's  valuation  only  on  the  presumption 
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that  the  whole  of  the  land  was  at  the  time  sold  in  parcels, 
or  set  out  in  fee  simple,  or  for  ground-rents  in  perpetuity. 

Four  other  surveyors,  Messrs.  Gabriel,  Sturge,  Mar- 
mont,  and  Bessell,  valued  the  property  in  1855  at  2400/., 
2678/.,  2424/.,  and  2400/.  respectively. 

An  immense  mass  of  evidence  was  put  in,  the  reading 
of  which  occupied  the  Court  several  days. 
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Statement, 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Wyllys  Mackeson  for  the  plaintiffs.  Argument, 
— The  case  made  by  the  bill  and  established  by  the  evi- 
dence was  that  the  defendants,  being  and  having  been  for 
some  time  the  solicitors  and  confidential  advisers  of  the 
plaintiffs,  purchased  from  them  their  property  while  under 
pressure,  and  while  the  professional  relation  was  in  full 
force.  This  was  of  itself  enough  to  vitiate  the  purchase, 
bat  there  were  in  this  case  circumstances  wliich  placed  it 
fiur  beyond  the  ordinary  case  of  a  purchase  by  a  solicitor 
from  his  client.  It  was  not  necessary  that  the  purchase 
should  be  for  an  under-value,  but  here  the  price  given 
was  not  a  fiflh  part  of  the  proved  value. 

By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  the  defendants  gave  the  plaintiffs 
what  they  called  a  clearance  for  the  bill  of  costs,  which 
they  admitted  had  never  been  presented  either  to  the  father 
or  to  the  daughters.  Then,  although  the  original  drafts 
of  bills  of  costs  showed  that  the  costs  were  owing  from  the 
father,  these  defendants  charged  the  daughters  with  them. 
[The  Vice-Chancellor. — Is  there  anything  about  a 
clearance  in  the  recitals  of  the  deeds  of  the  contract  for 
purchase?]  There  is  no  mention  of  a  clearance  in  the  deeds 
of  contract,  and  no  indemnity  was  given  to  the  defendants 
as  to  the  father's  debts.  Previously  to  the  purchase,  the 
defendants  called  a  meeting  of  creditors,  with  debts 
to  the  amount  of  1200/.,  and  offered  them  the  property 
at  the  price  at  which  they  were  buying  it,  but  so  clogged 
with  conditions  that  it  was  obvious  they  would  not  accept 
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Argument, 


the  offer.  Moreover,  it  was  proved  that  the  defendants 
had  knowledge  of  Mr.  Horwood's  valuation  at  6000/. ; 
they  did  not  deny  that  1000/.  had  been  offered  by  the 
building  society  for  the  small  plot  above  mentioned. 
They  admitted  further  that  they  had  sold  parts  of  the  pro- 
perty for  2160/.,  and  ground-rents  to  the  amount  of  1020/., 
making  together  3180/. ;  and  they  valued  the  unsold  pro- 
perty at  3000/.  This  was  almost  Mr.  Horwood's  valuation. 
But,  even  taking  Mr.  Pope's  valuation  of  2400/.,  the 
defendants  had  made  a  large  profit.  It  was  clear,  there- 
fore, that  the  sale  was  at  a  grossly  unequal  price. 

Again,  it  was  clear  that  this  property  was  impressed 
with  a  trust  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants, 
who,  in  law,  must  be  taken  to  know  wliat  these  trusts 
were. 

Again,  it  was  proved  by  the  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ants had  alarmed  the  minds  of  the  Misses  Gribbs  by 
representations  that,  as  owners  in  fee  of  the  property, 
they  were  liable  for  their  father's  debts,  and  that  the 
mortgagees  were  pressing  for  th^ir  money.  These  state- 
ments were  both  untrue,  and  it  was  submitted  that  this 
misrepresentation  was  enough  to  annul  the  contract. 
But  further,  the  defendant  forced  the  sale  on  the  dausrh- 
ters  in  the  absence  of  their  natural  protector ;  while  at 
the  very  time  when  they  put  this  pressure  on  their  former 
clients  they  had  in  their  hands  monies  available  for  pay- 
ment of  the  most  pressing  claim.  Again,  though  they 
provided  that  Mr.  Crosby  should  be  called  in  for  the  pro- 
tection of  their  former  clients,  they  the  defendants  took 
care  to  withhold  from  him  all  the  material  facts  relative  to 
their  clients'  position,  which  would  have  enabled  him  to 
render  any  assistance  to  the  plaintiffs. 

On  the  principle  laid  down  in  all  the  authorities,  this 
purchase  must  be  set  aside. 

In  Holman  v.  Loi/nes{d)  a  purchase  by  a  solicitor  was 

(a)  4  De  G.  M.  k  G.  270. 
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set  aside  at  tlie  instance  of  the  heir-at-law^  the  defendant 
being  unable  to  show  a  better  price  could  not  be  obtained. 
In  Oresley  v.  Mousley{a)  a  purchase  by  a  solicitor  was 
wt  aside  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  eighteen  years.  In 
Lawless  V.  Mansfield{b)  a  purchase  of  au  annuity  by  a 
solicitor  from  his  client  was  set  aside.  Gibson  v.  Jeyes  (c) 
was  also  cited. 
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A  rgument. 


Sir  //.   CairnSy  Mr.   C,  Hall,  and  Mr.  Everitt,  for  the 
defendants. 

It  had  been  argued  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the 
property  purchased  by  the  defendants  was  subject  to  a 
trust,  and  that  there  had  been  no  actual  conveyance  from 
the  real  owners.     But  the  alleged  transaction  by  which 
Harding's  Paddock  was  bought  for  500/.  (part   of  the 
1200/.  trust-money)  conveyed  to  John  Pring  (and  without 
consideration^  though  one  was  stated  in  the  assignment) 
and  let  to  J.  K.  Gibbs,  the  son,  was  incredible.     It  was 
no  less  incredible  that  Pring,  having  received  the  ground- 
rents,  should  have  handed  them  back  to  Gibbs.     This 
arrangement  was  far  more  consistent  with  the  intention 
of  securing  the  property  from  Gibbs's  creditors  than  of 
securing  any  trust-money  to  Mr.  Pring.     Moreover,  Mr. 
Pring  did  not  venture  to  swear  that  the  500/.  was  part  of 
the  trust-fund.      Amoury  Close  was   conveyed  to  Mr- 
Pring  because   Mr.   Gibbs  had  been  a  bankrupt;  there 
was  a  risk  that  the  creditors  would  interfere  with  the 
property,  and  Mr.  Pring  was  made  a  mortgagee  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  money.     It  was  a  mere 
device  to  secure  the  property  against  Gibbs's  creditors. 
Mr.  Pring  next  assigned  Amoury   Close   to   Mary  B. 
Gibbs  for  a  nominal  consideration,  obviouslv  in  order  to 
Babstitute  her  for  her  father.     If  Mr.  Pring  had  held  the 
property  as  trustee,  why  assign  it  to  Mary  B.  Gibb9 


(a)  AnUf  vol.  I.  450 ;  b.c.  4  De 
G.  Is  J.  78. 


ib)  I  Dr.  k  W.  557. 
(c)  6  Ves.  266. 
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1862.         merely  to  hold  as  trustee  ?     This  would  have  been  to 
incur  the  expense  of  the  stamp  and  preparation  of  the 
deed  for  nothing.      It  was  impossible  to  reconcile  any 
part  of  the  transaction  witli  tlie  idea  of  any  trust.     If  it 
was  trust-property  T.  W.  Gibbs  had  a  life  interest  in  it, 
to  which  the  creditors  were  entitled.     It  was  alleged  to 
be  worth  6000/.     Was  a  life  interest  in  an  estate  of  6000/ 
of  no  object  to  the  creditors  ?     Mr.  Pitt,  in  his  affidavit, 
said  Mr.  Gibbs  told  him  he  wished  his  daughters  to  be 
treated  as  creditors,  but  that  he  never  stated  the  pro- 
perty was  lield  in  trust  in  any  way.     Mr.  Gibbs  made  a 
statement  of  his  own  and  his  daughters'  property  to  his 
accountant,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  creditors  to 
accept  a  composition.     Either  the  property  was  not  his 
daughters',  as  then  represented,  and  Mr.  Gibbs  stood  self- 
convicted  of  having  concealed  the  real  ownership  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors,  or  if  in  truth  the 
property  was  his  daughters'  he  must  submit  to  have  the 
stigma  of  untruth  cast  upon  all  his  evidence  in  the  suit. 
Mr.  Crosby  said  the  execution  of  the  release  was  delayed, 
as  he  believed,  in  consequence  of  Florence  Gibbs  being 
under  age.     Mr.   Gibbs  said  that  she  was  at  that  time 
twenty-two  years  of  age ;  but  Mr.  Gibbs  did  not  deny 
the  important  statement  made  by  Mr.  Crosby,  that  the 
release  to  Pring  had  been  prepared  on  the  statement  that 
all  trust  was  at  an  end.     Then,  as  to  the  allegation  that 
the  defendants  knew  very  well  that  Mary  B.  Gibbs  was 
not  the  beneficial  owner — was  it  consistent  with  reason  to 
suppose  that  they  would  advance  money  on  what  they 
knew  to  be  a  bad  title,  and  render  themselves  liable  to  an 
action  for  doing  so  ?     Upon  the  title-deeds  there  was  not 
a  single  sentence  which  would  convey  notice  of  the  trust. 
As  to  the  bills  of  costs  being  charged  to  the  father,  even 
if  the  allegation  were  true,  the  defendants  knew  that 
T.  W.  Gibbs  at  least  had  a  life  interest,  and  was  there- 
fore  in   any  case  partly  liable  for  the  costs.     But  the 
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evidence  showed  that  one  partner,  Mr.  Cox,  was  in  the         18C2. 

habit  of  attending  to  the  rough  day-book,  and  the  other, 

Mr.  Daniel,  used  to  post  it  up  in  tlie  evening.     Tims  the 

mistake,  if  any,  arose.     It  was  alleged  that  the  defendants 

changed  their  line  of  defence  on  the  11th  of  November; 

but  they  uniformly  swore  that  they  had  no  knowledge 

of  Mr.  Gibbs's  difficulties  till  the  22nd  of  that  month. 

On  the  19th,  a  few  days  before  this  date,  they  wrote 

to  Mr.  Gibbs,  applying  for  payment  of  the  interest,  and 

treating  him  as  an  agent.     William  Kinton  Gibbs  also 

ought  to  have  been  a  party,  inasmuch  as  after  his  father's 

death  he  might  claim  as  a  party  to  the  trust  and  re-open 

the  litigation. 

At  the  time  of  the  contract  the  defendants  were  not 
the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  of  any  of  them.     As 
soon  as  the  plaintiifs  saw  that  their  solicitors  Daniel  & 
Cox  were  in  the  position  of  solicitors  to  the  mortgagees, 
they  called  in  their  own  solicitor  Mr.   Crosby.     [The 
Vice-Chancelloh. — Is  there  any  evidence  that  Messrs. 
Daniel  &  Cox  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  that  they  were 
no  longer  their  solicitors  ?]     Such  a  step  was  not  neces- 
sary.   Miss  Gibbs's  statement  that  she  was  startled  at 
the  proposal  for  a  sale  was  wholly  inconsistent  with  other 
parts  of  her  evidence.     There  was  evidence  to  show  that 
the  daughters  had  ample  time  to  consult  with  their  friends. 
Even  afler  the  defendants'  notice  had  expired  no  step 
^as  taken  for  three  or  four  months.     Mr.  Crosby  himself 
^id  he  was  sent  for  by  the  plaintiffs  and  not  by  the  de- 
fendants.    From  the  7th  of  November  the  Misses  Gibbs 
^ere  in  almost  daily  communication  with  him.     [The 
Vice-Chancellor. — Does  Mr.  Crosby  mean  he  took 
any  steps  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  property?]     No, 
kut  the  defendants  could  not  be  held  liable  for  what  Mr. 
Crosby  failed  to  do.     [The  Vice-Chancellok. — The 
law  of  the  Court  is,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  old  solicitors 
to  see  that  the  new  solicitor  does  his  duty :  at  least  they 
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1S62.  must  take  the  consequences  of  his  neglect.]  Mr.  Crosby 
showed  that  it  was  not  till  after  efforts  had  been  made  to 
induce  Mrs.  Chappell  and  others  to  buy  the  property 
that  he,  at  the  suggestion  of  Miss  Gibbs,  applied  to  the 
defendants  to  have  the  contracts  drawn  up. 

The  fact  that  the  creditors  refused  to  purchase  ought 
to  have  relieved  the  defendants  from  all  unjust  suspicion. 
What  was  the  case  of  the  i)laintiffs  ?     That  they  told  the 
creditors  that  tlie  property  would  not  produce  more  than 
4.?.  %tL  in  the  £.     They  now  said  that  what  they  ought 
to  have  given  was  \os,  in  the  £.     Having  got  rid  of  the 
creditors,  they  now  turned  round  to  the  purchasers,  and 
complained  of  the  property  having  been  sold  at  an  under- 
value ;  and  came  to  a  court  of  equity  to  assist  them  to 
recover  it.     The  evidence  showed  that  Mr.  Gibbs's  com- 
petency  to  manage  his  affairs   was   fully   restored   in 
January,  1856.     The  only  foundation  for  the  charge  that 
the  defendants'  statement  respecting  their  clients'  pressure 
was  false,  was  the  defendants*  own  statement  in  their 
answer  that  their  clients  had  left  the  conduct  of  the 
mortgages  wholly  in  their  hands.     As  to  lOOOZ.  having 
been  offered  for  the  garden  plot,  the  evidence  did  not  go 
beyond  this,  that  the  owners  asked  that  sum,  and  there- 
upon the  affair  was  broken  off.     As  to  Miss  Cox's  release, 
the  fact  was — that  she  received  500Z.  in  consideration  for 
that   release.     As    to    Alvis's    mortgage,    the    plaintiffs 
themselves  alleged  that  the  proposal  fell  to  the  ground, 
for  a  reason  they  assigned.     As  to  the  question  of  value, 
it  was  contended  that  information  on  this  point  could  not 
be  said  to  have  been  withheld,  inasmuch  as  the  defendants 
were   no  longer  in   the  relation  of  solicitors.     Messrs. 
Horwood   distinctly  stated  their  reason  for  valuing  the 
property  at  the  sum  of  GOOO/.,  viz.,  because  they  con- 
sidered it  good  for  building  purposes.     It  was  not  till 
after  the  proclamation  of  peace  with  Russia  that  such 
property  began  to  improve.     The  second  valuation  was 
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made  upon  representations  only ;  the  third  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  suit.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  the 
valuation  of  Messrs.  Pope,  the  district  surveyors  of  Bris- 
tol, gentlemen  perfectly  qualified  to  give  a  good  and  im- 
partial estimate.  It  was,  moreover,  supported  by  other 
independent  estimates.  Again,  the  defendants  undertook 
to  give  a  complete  clearance  in  respect  of  costs.  The 
transaction  was  perfectly  fair  and  honest,  and  such  as  this 
Court  would  support. 

It  was  quite  true  that  the  defendants  had  been  the 
plaintiffs'  solicitors,  but  they  had  ceased  to  be  so  at  the 
time  of  these  transactions.  If  an  attorney  is  not  acting 
for  a  client  in  a  particular  matter,  he  may  throw  off  that 
character  and  exercise  his  independent  rights :  Austin  v. 
Chambers  {a).  To  vitiate  the  transaction  the  relation 
must  be  in  kdc  re:  Edwards  v.  Meyrick{h),  Again,  the 
mere  fact  of  an  increase  in  the  value  of  the  property 
from  adventitious  circumstances,  which  the  client  has  the 
same  means  of  knowing  as  the  solicitor,  cannot  be  taken 
into  account  on  a  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  sale. 
It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  bill  ought  to  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 


1S62. 

OlBBS 
V. 

Daniel. 
ArtfumentA 


Mr.  Cox,  one  of  the  defendants,  was  tendered  by  the 
defendants  as  a  witness,  and,  on  cross-examination  by 
Mr.  MalinSy  he  produced  his  books,  and  admitted  that 
there  were  two  entries  dated  respectively  July  and 
November,  1855.  The  former  of  these  was  an  entry  in 
the  credit  account  of  a  gentleman  named  Alvis,  in  the 
following  terms: — '^Advanced  for  Gibbs  150/."  The 
second  was  as  follows : — "  Advanced  for  Gibbs  50/." 


Mr.  Malins  was  heard  in  reply,  when  his  Honour  re- 
served judgment. 


(a)  6C].  &Fiii.l. 


(b)  2  Hare,  60. 
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^^^       The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

GiBBS 

V'  The  object  of  this  suit  is  to  set  aside  a  purchase  by 

tlie  defendants  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  certain 

luymen,  property  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  appears  that  the  defend- 
ants had  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiffs  and  also 
of  the  mortgagees.  It  is  a  material  part  of  the  defend- 
ants' case  that  about  twenty-one  days  before  the  agree- 
ment for  the  purchase  they  had  ceased  to  act  as  solicitors 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  another  solicitor  was  called  in, 
who  acted  in  their  behalf  and  sanctioned  the  purchase. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  intervention  of  other  ade- 
quate assistance  and  advice,  so  as  to  remove  all  that  pre- 
sumption of  pressure  and  influence  which  arises  from  the 
relation  of  solicitor  and  client,  may  give  validity  to  the 
transaction  of  a  purchase  by  a  solicitor  from  his  client. 
In  the  present  case  there  is  this  peculiarity,  that  there  is 
the  clearest  evidence  of  actual  pressure  by  the  defendants 
themselves,  and  the  question  is  not  to  be  dealt  with  on 
the  mere  presumption  of  influence  or  pressure.  What 
the  defendants  have  laboured  to  show  is  that  the  affairs 
of  the  plaintiff's  were  in  a  stiite  of  embarrassment  and 
difficulty,  which  made  the  sale  inevitable;  that  before 
the  contract  another  solicitor  was  called  in  and  acted  for 
the  plaintiffs ;  that  an  adequate  price  was  paid ;  and  that, 
even  after  the  contract  was  made,  the  defendants,  so  far 
from  being  eager  in  the  transaction,  were  desirous  of 
inducing  any  person  to  take  the  purchase  off*  their  hands, 
and  actually  offered  it  to  the  plaintiffs'  creditors,  who 
refused  to  take  it.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  evidence  on 
both  sides  on  these  grounds  of  defence.  When  fairly 
weighed  the  evidence  does  not  remove  the  difficulties  in 
the  defendants'  case. 

As  to  the  intervention  of  Crosby,  who  was  the  per- 
son called  in  to  act  and  to  succeed  the  defendants  as 
solicitor  for  the  plaintiffs,  its  importance  must  depend 
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on  the  way  in  which  he  performed  his  duty.     lie  lias         i^«2. 
been  examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  defend-        Giub^ 
ants,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  had  sufficient  infor-       daniel. 
mation  as  to  the  state  of  the  plaintiffs'  affairs,  or  the 
circumstances  or  value  of  the  property,  to  make  his  in- 
tervention or  approbation  of  the  sale  of  much  value.    He 
made  no  adequate  exertion  and  took  no  proper  pains  to 
inquire  into  and  ascertain  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  made  no  attempt  to  procure  any  other  person  to 
purchase. 

The  pretext  for  the  sale  was  the  pressure  of  the  mort- 
gagees, who  were  the  defendants'  clients,  and  whose 
interest  was  in  arrear.  If  Crosby  had  made  proper 
inquiry  of  the  defendants,  and  they  had  told  him  the 
truth,  he  would  have  ascertained  that  they  had  in  their 
hands  a  sum  of  money  advanced  to  them  for  the  purpose 
of  being  lent  to  the  plaintiffs,  which,  if  the  defendants 
had  chosen,  would  have  relieved  the  pretended  pressure, 
and  he  might  also  have  discovered  that  the  mortgagees 
had  not  instructed  the  defendants  to  threaten  to  sell  the 
property. 

The  proposal  of  the  defendants  to  become  i)urchasers 
api>ears    to    have    been    contemporaneous    with    their 
ceasing   to   act   themselves   as   solicitors   for   the  plain- 
tiffs and  with  the  employment  of  Crosby.    In  the  answer 
(paragraph  35)  the  23rd  of  November,  1855,  is  fixed  as 
the  date  on  which  they  ceased  to  act  as  solicitors  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and  on  which  Crosby  appeared.     On  the  fol- 
lowing  day  there   occurred   an  interview  between   the 
defendants    and    Crosby,  the  i)articulars  of   which   are 
stated  in  the  answer.     They  say  that  Mr.   Crosby  re- 
quested to  be  informed  of  the  state  of  the  mortgage  and 
other  transactions  between  them  and  his  clients;   that 
they  gave  him  such  information,  and  among  other  things 
they  stated  the  im])ossibility  of  their  clients  remaining 
any  longer  unpaid,  and  requested  him  to  see  if  any  means 
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1862.  could  be  found  to  pay  the  interest  and  prevent  the  neces- 
sity of  a  sale,  which  they  said  was  inevitable  unless  this 
could  be  done.  The  proposition  that  the  defendants 
should  become  purchasers  was,  they  say,  started  by 
Crosby.  In  a  previous  passage  they  say  that  the  propo- 
sition was  started  after  several  interviews  with  Crosby. 
Upon  that  proposition  they  offered  to  purchase,  and  in 
paragraph  37  is  this  passage : — "  We  admit  that  we 
had  intimated  to  him  that  unless  the  plaintiffs  Mary 
Bryant  Gibbs  and  Ann  Gibbs,  on  or  before  the  11th  day 
of  December,  but  not  otherwise,  immediately  accepted 
our  offer,  we  would  instantly  advertise  the  property  for 
sale." 

It  appears,  however,  that  all  this  urgency  and  all 
these  threats  proceeded  entirely  from  the  defendants 
themselves,  and  had  no  foundation  in  any  instructions  or 
wish  of  their  clients,  the  mortgagees.  This  is  clearly 
established  by  their  own  evidence.  They  admit  that  no 
written  notice  was  given  to  any  of  them  by  the  mort- 
gagees to  sell,  that  the  mortgagees  left  the  entire  manage- 
ment of  the  mortgage  securities  in  their  hands,  and  that 
the  statement  that  they  would  proceed  instantly  to  ad- 
vertise the  property  for  sale  was  made  solely  because  no 
means  could  be  found  whereby  the  interest  due  on  the 
mortgages  could  be  paid  or  secured.  This  last  statement 
has  been  displaced  by  documentary  evidence  and  by  the 
viva  voce  examination  of  the  defendant  Cox  as  to  the 
moneys  in  the  defendants'  hands,  received  by  them  in 
resj'cct  of  a  loan  negotiated  in  July  for  the  plaintiffs,  and 
left  uncompleted  for  some  reason  incompatible  with  their 
duty  to  the  plaintiffs,  then  their  clients. 

It  is  thus  clearly  proved  that,  while  the  non-payment 
of  interest  was  the  pretext  for  compelling  an  instant  sale, 
they  had  in  their  hands  moneys  which  their  duty  to  the 
plaintiffs  as  their  clients  required  them  to  make  available 
for  that  purpose.    When  Crosby  was  called  in  to  act  in 


Daniel. 
Judgment, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  39 

their  stead  as  the  plaintiffs*  confidential  adviser,  they  isca. 
withheld  from  him  the  knowledge  of  this  and  other  facts  oibbs 
essential  to  enable  him  to  discharge  his  duty  with  effect. 
Where  a  purchase  of  this  kind  is  defended  on  the  ground 
of  the  intervention  of  other  professional  assistance,  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  new  adviser  had  a  proper  oppor- 
tunity of  discharging  his  duty. 

If  it  appears  that  the  solicitor  purchasing  from  his  late 
client  is  aware  of  a  neglect  of  duty,  or  takes  advantage 
of  any  neglect  of  duty,  in  the  new  adviser,  but  especially 
if  he  withholds  or  suppresses  from  the  new  adviser  any 
information  of  importance,  the  transaction  is  vitiated. 
The  intervention  of  one  who  is  seen  or  known  to  neglect 
his  duty  is  no  protection. 

In  the  present  case  the  defendants  used  for  their 
own  benefit  against  their  former  client's  information 
obtained  by  them  while  acting  as  their  i)rofessional  ad- 
visers. The  defendants  are  shown  to  be  purchasers 
of  the  property  of  their  late  clients,  under  a  forced 
sale,  forced  under  a  pressure  created  by  themselves. 
They  only  ceased  to  act  as  solicitors  for  the  plain- 
tiffs at  the  time  when  they  offered  to  purchase  their 
estate,  and  they  continued  the  pressure  under  a  power 
which  they  themselves  created  till  they  completed  the 
purchase,  and  they  completed  at  the  time  when  they  had 
secured  to  themselves  a  large  profit  from  a  transaction 
of  which  the  negotiation  was  commenced  while  their 
confidential  relation  with  the  plaintiffs  existed,  and  con- 
cluded, not  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  of  them- 
selves. 

Throughout  the  transaction  the  plaintiffs  were  placed 
wholly  at  the  mercy  of  the  defendants.  The  threats 
and  pressure  and  alarm  were  all  the  work  of  the 
defendants,  and  the  means  by  which  they  procured  the 
plaintiffs  to  make  the  contract.  Except  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  a  sale  to  themselves,  there  appears  to  be 
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no  reason  at  all  for  their  assertion  that  a  sale  was  in- 
evitable, and  no  other  reason  why  they  threatened  that 
they  would  instantly  advertise  the  property  for  sale  unless 
their  oifer  to  purchase  was  accepted. 

The  profits  which  the  defendants  have  derived  from 
their  subsequent  dealing  with  the  property  is  the  best 
proof  of  value.  Evidence  of  a  great  depreciation  of 
the  property  from  temporary  causes  at  the  time  of  the 
contract  affords  little  assistance  to  the  defendants'  case. 

A  purchase  of  mortgaged  property  by  the  solicitor  of 
the  mortgagee  at  a  time  of  temporary  depreciation  of 
the  property  without  any  instructions  from  the  mortga- 
gee, or  any  purpose  of  apparent  benefit,  to  him  can 
scarcely  be  a  valid  transaction. 

Objections  have  been  taken  as  to  the  state  of  the 
plaintiffs'  title  to  the  property,  but  these  objections 
are  of  no  material  importance  on  the  main  question 
in  the  cause.  It  sufliciently  appears  that  the  trust 
funds  in  which  all  the  plaintiffs  were  interested  had 
been  irregularly  dealt  with  as  to  the  investments  in 
the  property  in  question ;  but  the  nature  of  the  dealing 
was  such  as  to  give  to  all  the  plaintiffs  such  an  interest 
in  the  property  as  entitles  them  to  maintain  the  suit. 
The  objection  that  the  son  is  not  a  party  to  the  suit  is 
of  no  avail.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  could  properly 
have  joined  as  a  plaintiff,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  he 
retains  any  interest  in  the  property  sufficient  to  make  his 
absence  as  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  this  suit  an  obstacle 
to  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  relief.  He  was  no  party  to  the 
contract  and  conveyance  which  are  sought  to  be  set  aside. 
It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  notice  that  what  is  said  by  the 
defendants  to  have  been  an  offer  by  them  to  the  creditors 
of  the  contract  was  an  offer  of  a  difterent  kind,  including 
other  property  and  on  other  terms.  It  is  sufficiently 
proved  that  the  defendants  before  their  purchase  were 
well  aware  tliat  there  was  an  opportunity  of  selling  a 
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small  portion  of  the  ground  for  a  large  sum,  and  they  so         18(52. 

managed  as  to  prevent  the  plaintiffs  from   having    the 

benefit  of  this  advantageous  proposal,  and  reserved  that 

benefit  to  themselves. 

Throughout  the  whole  of  the  transaction  the  conduct 
of  the  defendants  was  a  series  of  pretexts.  The  urgency 
of  the  mortgagees  was  a  pretext;  the  insufficiency  of  tlic 
security  was  a  pretext;  the  threat  of  advertising  the 
proi)erty  for  immediate  sale  at  the  instance  of  the  mort- 
gagees was  a  pretext ;  and  all  these  pretexts  were  used 
before  their  confidential  relation  with  the  i)laintiffs  was 
dissolved. 

Ujion  the  whole  case  the  plaintiffs  have  established  a 
right  to  set  aside  the  transaction,  and  to  have  a  decree 
against  the  defendants  with  costs. 


The  decree  was  enrolled,  and  the  defendants  gave  notice  of  appeal 
to  tlie  House  of  Lords ;  the  costs  were,  however  taxed,  but  before 
payment  (he  defendants  served  on  the  plaintiffs  the  following  notice : — 

"Take  notice  that  this  Ilonourable  Court  will  be  moved,  before  his 
Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  John  Stuart,  on  the  2drd  day  of 
April  instant,  or  so  soon  after  as  counsel  can  be  heard  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  that  all  proceedings  in  this  cause  under  the  decree  made 
ia  this  cause  bj  his  Honour  the  Yice-Chancellor  Sir  John  Stuart,  and 
dated  the  3rd  day  of  May,  1862,  may  be  stayed  pending  the  appeal 
presented  by  the  said  defendants  to  the  Lords  Spiritual  and  Temporal 
in  Parliament  assembled,  or  that  all  proceedings  under  the  said  decree 
u  regards  the  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  by  the 
md  decree  directed  to  be  taxed  and  paid,  may  be  stayed  pending  the 
said  appeal ;  or  that  his  Honour  may  be  pleased  to  make  such  further 
or  other  orders  as  he  shall  think  fit. 

"  Dated  this  20th  day  of  April,  18G3." 

The  Vice-Chancellor  refused  the  motion  with  costs ;  but  on  appeal, 
heard  on  the  1st  May,  1803,  the  Lords  Justices  made  the  following 
order.— 

"  Paymentof  the  costs  to  the  solicitor  ordered  upon  personal  security 
being  given   to  return  same  if  ordered,  or  upon  an  undertaking 


42  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1862.  being  given  by  the  solicitor  to  abide  by  such  order  as  the  Iiords 

Justices  mny  make  after  the  appeal  is  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords; 

if  no  security  or  undertaking  given,  payment  into  court.     Order  of 

Vice-chancellor  ns  to  costs  of  the  motion  before  him  to  stand.    Re- 

_  ;;        ,       serve  costs  of  the  appeal.'* 
Judgment.  ^ ' 


SAMUDA  V.  LAWFORD. 

Where  aiessor  IN  February,  1862,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  ncgotia- 
Kfa^dto''  ^'^"^  with  the  defendants  J.  E.  Lawford  and  Caroline 
putitindeco-  Kelly,  in  respect  to  a  dwellinfic- house  and  the  appur- 

rative  repair,  .  . 

but  refused  to  tenances,  situate  in  Dartmouth  Park  Koad,  numbered  3. 
tract,  the  The  arrangement  was,  that  the  plaintiff  should  take  the 

Sstenc^^^tho  '^^^^^  ^^^  ^  period  of  three  years  from  the  25th  of  March, 
lessee  decreed    18G2,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  50/.,  but  the  plaintiff-  before 

specific  oer*" 

formanceof  Concluding  the  contract  required  that  certain  specific 
meiu^Uh  au  alterations  and  repairs  should  be  first  done.  William 
inquiry  Lawford,  a  connection  of  the  defendant  J.  E.  Lawford, 

whether  the  ,         . 

agreement  as    and  who  acted  as  defendant's  agent,  sent  to  the  plaintm 

to  decorative  •    j.    i   /•  r  a.  r       j.\       \   x^.*  x»        i 

repair  had  ^  printed  lorm  01  agreement  tor  the  letting  oi  a  house 
been  per-         filled  up,  but  the  plaintiff",  beinor  dissatisfied  with  such 

formed ;  and  *  ^  ^  . 

if  not,  decreed  printed  form,  altered  it  to  meet  his  views  of  what  he  was 
defendant         entitled  to,  and  returned  it  to  William  Lawford  on  the 
SnsiteTir      21st  of  February,  1862,  with  the  following  remarks:— 
plaintiff  in  «  I  have  made  such  alterations  in  the  inclosed  form  as 

will,  I  believe,  make  it  embody  our  reciprocal  stipulations 
and  carry  out  the  understanding  between  us.  The  agree- 
ment might,  no  doubt,  be  much  shortened,  but  I  thought 
you  would  prefer  retaining  as  much  as  possible  of  the 
printed  form.     It  would  have  swollen  the  document  to 
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an  unreasonable  length  to  detail  the  particular  matters         I8A2. 
agreed  upon  as  between  us^  to  be  attended  to  in  the  house^      Samuda 
which   for   exactness   sake   I   recapitulate    here."     The     lawford. 
plaintiff  then  specified  several  things  which  he  required 
to  be  doucj  and   proceeded   thus: — "I   mention   these 
matters  as  having  already  engaged  our  attention,  but,  of 
course,  if  any  other  trifling  defects   which   may   have 
escaped  our  cursory  survey  the  other  day  should  exist, 
ilr.  J.  E.  Lawford  will  remedy  them ;  and  now  I  think 
of  it,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  ])aper  in  the  passage  is  torn 
or  defaced  in  several  places." 

On  the  25th  of  February,  1862,  the  defendant  J.  E. 
Lawford,  in  a  letter  of  that  date  addressed  to  the  plaintiff, 
made  the  following  observation : — 

"  I  presume  the  rain-water  cistern  will  be  sufficiently 
large  if  it  hold  sixty  or  seventy  gallons.  The  paper  will 
be  repaired  as  requested,  and  all  other  matters  to  meet 
your  requests  in  your  letter  of  the  21st." 

By  an  agreenient  dated  the  25th  of  February,  1862, 
and  made  between  the  defendants  of  the  one  part  and 
the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  the  defendants  agreed 
to  let,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  take,  the  said  mes- 
suage or  tenement  the  premises,  witli  tlie  a])purtenances, 
for  the  period  of  three  years,  &c.  And  it  was  among 
other  things  agreed,  that  on  the  expiration  or  deter- 
mination of  the  tenancy  the  plaintiff  would  quietly 
deliver  up  the  messuage  or  tenement,  &c.,  to  the 
defendants  or  their  agents  acting  in  their  behalf,  in  as 
good  repair  and  condition  as  the  same  then  were  in, 
reasonable  wear  excepted;  the  defendants  nevertheless 
putting  the  premises  in  substantial  and  decorative  repair, 
and  keeping  the  same  so  during  the  term  thereby  created. 

After   the   execution  of  the  agreement   tlic   phiintiff 
entered  into  occupation  of  the  premises,  wliich  lie  still 
retained.     The  bill,  which  was  filed  on  the  12th  of  May, 
1862,  alleged  that  he  entered  into  possession  in  the  full 
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1802.  expectation  and  belief  that  the  premises  would  be  put 
Samuda  i^i  complete,  substantial,  and  decorative  repair,  and  that 
the  additions  and  rei)airs  required  by  the  plaintiff  and 
specified  in  his  letter  of  the  21st  of  February,  1862,  and 
agreed  to  be  made  and  done  by  the  defendants,  would  be 
made  and  done  by  them  in  accoixlance  with  the  agree- 
ment and  the  letter  of  the  defendant  Lawford  of  the  25th 
of  February,  1862.  He  insisted  that  the  defendants 
were  bound  to  make  such  additions  and  do  such  repairs, 
and  that  divers  other  repairs  were  required  to  the  premises, 
to  the  paint  and  paper  in  various  parts  of  the  premises, 
the  cielings  in  various  rooms  and  passages  to  be  made 
good,  handles  and  keys  to  certain  doors,  that  the  gratings 
to  the  drains  throughout  the  outer  part  of  the  pre- 
mises, bell-wires  and  iron  work  to  the  gates,  required 
to  be  renewed ;  and  he  submitted  he  was  subjected  to 
considerable  inconvenience  and  injury,  and  was  deprived 
of  the  reasonable  and  beneficial  use,  occupation,  and 
enjoyment  of  the  house  and  premises  in  consequence  of 
such  additions  not  having  been  made,  and  of  such  repairs 
not  having  been  done. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  defendant  might  be  decreed 
specifically  to  perform  the  agreement  of  the  25th  of 
February,  1862,  and  to  put  and  keep  the  premises  into 
substantial  and  decorative  repair,  and  in  particular  to 
make  the  additions  and  do  the  repairs  specified  in  and 
required  by  the  plaintiS^'s  letter  of  the  2l8t  of  February, 
1862,  including  the  repairs  referred  to  in  the  6th  para- 
graph of  the  bill,  and  that  damages  might  be  awarded  to 
the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  breach  and  nonperformance 
of  the  agreement  by  the  defendants,  and  in  respect  of 
the  refusal  of  the  defendants  to  make  such  additions  and 
do  such  repairs  to  the  premises. 

The  defendant  J.  E.  Lawford,  by  his  affidavit,  deposed 
that  the  material  portion  of  the  repairs  agreed  to  be  done 
by  him  were  done,  and  that  he  always  was  ready  and 
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willing  to  do  the  repairs  not  already  done,  which,  how- 
ever, were  so  trivial  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  possibly 
have  sustained  an  injury,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  of  thenl 
could  be  completed  for  less  than  the  sum  of  3/. 

In  reply  an  affidavit  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff by  a  builder,  &c.,  that  he  had  carefully  inspected  the 
house  and  premises,  and  the  repairs  which  still  remained 
undone  would,  in  his  opinion,  cost  the  sum  of  15Z.  or 
thereabouts. 


Mr.  Bovillj  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  plaintiff  Argument, 
was  entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement  on  the  faith  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  entered 
into  possession  of  the  house.  It  was  submitted  that 
under  its  improved  jurisdiction  the  Court  had  power  to 
compensate  the  plaintiff  for  the  damage  he  had  sustained 
bv  reason  of  the  defendant's  nerfect  to  fulfil  his  contract. 

Mr.  Shebbearey  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the 
plaintiff  might  have  obtained  at  law  the  full  benefit  of 
the  agreement ;  and  if  so,  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed : 
Clayton  v.  Illingworth  {a).  In  Taylor  v.  Portington  (b)  it 
was  held  that  an  agreement  to  take  a  lease  of  a  house  if 
put  into  thorough  repair  and  the  drawing-room  hand- 
somely decorated  according  to  the  present  style  was 
too  uncertain  for  the  Court  to  enforce.  In  Norris  v. 
Jackson  (c)  it  was  held  on  demurrer  that  a  repairing 
contract  was  too  vague  to  be  enforced  (d).  In  Brace  v. 
Wehnert{e)  an  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  of  a  house 
when  built  according  to  a  plan  to  be  approved  of  (no  plan 
having  been  approved)  was  held  too  vague,  and  the  bill 
was  dismissed  with  costs. 


The   ViCE-CnAXCELLOR. — The   stipulations   in    the 
agreement  are  not  conditional.     The  agreement  is,  to  put 

(d)  See  Anth  (Giff.),  vol.  iii. 
p.  396. 


(a)  10  Hare  451. 

{h)  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  32a 
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(c)  1  John.  &  H.  319. 


(e)  25  Beav.  348. 
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the  premises  in  substantial  and  decorative  repair,  and  it 
18  sufficiently  definite  for  the  Court  to  execute.  The 
case  of  Taylor  v.  Partington  was  a  very  peculiar  one,  but 
the  language  of  the  agreement  in  that  case  was  very 
different  from  that  in  the  present.  In  addition  to  the 
power  of  the  Court  to  decree  specific  performance,  the 
Legislature  has  said  that  the  Court  may  award  damages. 
The  duty  of  the  Court  is  to  decree  specific  performance, 
and  to  direct  an  inquiry  whether  the  agreement  as  to 
decorative  repairs  has  been  performed ;  and  if  not,  to 
award  damages,     The  defendants  must  pay  all  the  costs. 


^862^       PHILLIPPS    V.    THE    LONDON,    BRIGHTON, 
juiyvo.         AND     SOUTH     COAST     RAILWAY     COM- 
PANY. 


The  10th  sec- 
tion of  the 
RailwRy 
Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act 
authorises  the 
permanent 
diversion  of 
public  roads, 
and  not  only 
a  temporary 
diversion  for 
tlie  purpose  of 
constructing 
the  railway ; 
and  the  Court 
dismissed  a 
bill  filed  for 
an  injunction 
to  restrain 
such 
diversion. 


X  HIS  bill  was  filed  by  George  Phillipps,  the  owner  of 
Streatham  Park,  in  the  parish  of  Streatham,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  in- 
junction restraining  the  London,  Brighton,  and  South 
Coast  Railway  Company  from  diverting  the  road  called 
the  Mitcham  Road,  or  any  part  thereof,  save  for  such 
temporary  purpose  as  was  authorised  by  their  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  also  from  leavincj  a  cuttins:  in  Mitcham 
Lane  uncovered  by  a  bridge  for  a  longer  period  than 
should  be  necessary  for  building  a  bridge  for  carrying  a 
road  over  the  railway  at  Mitcham  Road,  in  accordance 
with  the  deposited  plans  and  their  Act  of  Parliament, 
and  from  blocking  up  the  Mitcham  Road,  or  any  part 
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thereof,  and  from  making  fences  on  the  said  road,  except 
for  the  purposes  of  forming  the  railway  and  building  the 
bridge  for  carrying  the  said  Mitcham  Road  over  the  rail- 
way, in  accordance  with  their  Act. 

The  bill  further  prayed  that  the  damage  done  to  the 
pldntiif  by  diverting  the  said  road  in  manner  aforesaid, 
might  be  ascertained  under  the  direction  of  the  Court, 
and  that  the  company  might  be  decreed  to  make  good 
the  amount  to  the  plaintiff. 

Streatham  Park  was  bounded  on  the  southern  side  by 
the  Mitcham  Road,  having  a  frontage  to  the  said  road 
very  valuable  for  building  purposes.  The  bill  alleged 
that  in  the  session  of  Parliament  of  1859  and  1860  the 
railway  company  brought  in  a  bill  to  authorise  the  con- 
struction of  a  line  of  railway  from  the  London,  Brighton, 
and  South  Coast  Railway,  In  the  parish  of  Croydon,  to 
the  West  End  of  London  and  Crystal  Palace  Railway,  in 
the  parish  of  Streatham,  and  that  the  proposed  line  would 
intersect  Streatham  Park,  and  divide  Mitcham  Road. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  company,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  plaintiff's  opposition,  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
him  whereby  they  agreed  to  buy  about  three  acres  of 
freehold  land  for  3200/.,  and  about  six  acres  of  copyhold 
land  at  the  rate  of  200Z.  per  acre,  "which  said  sums  were 
to  include  all  damage  for  severance  or  otherwise." 

The  bill  alleged  that,  according  to  the  plans  deposited 
by  the  railway  company,  the  line  of  railway  would  cut 
the  Mitcliam  Road  at  right  angles,  by  a  deep  cutting  in 
Mitcham  Lane  ;  that  the  company  were  bound  to  erect  a 
bridge  to  carry  the  road  over  the  railway  so  as  to  unite 
the  portions  of  the  Mitcham  Road  as  directed  by  the 
Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845 ;  and  that  the 
company  had  no  power  to  divert  the  road  for  other  than 
certain  temporary  purposes  mentioned  in  the  said  Act. 

The  bill  alleged  that  shortly  before  the  20th  of  January, 
1862,  the  company  determined,  instead  of  building  a  bridge 
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according  to  the  deposited  plan  for  the  purix>sc  of  carrying 
the  road  over  the  railway,  to  divert  the  road  itself;  and 
accordingly  they  commenced  works  for  tlie  purpose  of 
diverting  the  Mitcliam  Eoad  for  a  distance  of  600  feet, 
beginning  about  500  feet  to  tlie  eastward  of  the  intended 
cutting,  and  terminating  about  100  feet  to  the  westward 
of  the  same,  whereby  the  road  would  no  longer  forni  the 
boundary  of  the  Streatham  Park  Estate,  ami  there  would 
be  interposed  a  piece  of  land  between  the  Streatham 
Park  Estate  and  the  new  road.  The  plaintiff  would  thus 
be  deprived  of  his  frontage  to  the  road  which  formed  the 
boundary  to  the  Streatham  Park  Estate. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  6th  of  May,  1862.  It  ap- 
peared in  the  evidence  that  on  the  20th  of  January  the 
plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote  to  the  company's  solicitors, 
stating  that,  for  the  injury  thus  done  to  Mr.  Phillipps,  he 
might  justly  require  compensation,  or  he  might  insist  on 
the  company  forming  the  railway  in  strict  conformity  with 
their  deposited  plan.  He  was  not,  however,  desirous  of 
doing  either  of  these  things,  but  would  be  satisfied  if 
the  full  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  abandoned  portion  of 
the  road  were  made  over  to  him  by  the  company,  and 
which,  as  it  could  be  of  no  value  to  the  company,  it  was 
presumed  they  could  have  no  hesitation  in  doing. 

On  the  27th  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  again  wrote  to  the 
defendants'  solicitors,  saying,  that  what  Mr.  Phillipps 
required  to  be  given  was  all  the  land  that  would  be  left 
between  the  park  and  the  newly-formed  road.  On  the 
19th  of  March  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote  again,  as- 
serting that  the  company  had  no  right  to  divert  the  road, 
and  threatened  proceedings  unless  some  equitable  arrange- 
ment could  be  come  to  :  other  claims  were  also  made. 

On  the  20tli  of  ]March  the  company,  by  their  solicitors, 
wrote,  denying  that  the  company  had  no  right  to  divert 
the  Mitcham  Lane  Road  as  they  were  doing,  though  they 
admitted  that  when  the  road  was  diverted  it  might  become 
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a  question  whether  Mr.  Phillips  was  entitled  to  any  com- 
pensation for  injury  clone  to  his  property  by  such  diver- 
sion, and  they  felt  sure  the  company  would  meet  any 
claim  in  a  liberal  spirit.  The  agreement,  however,  stipu- 
lated that  the  money  paid  to  Mr.  Phillips  was  to  include 
all  damage  by  severance  or  otherwise. 

On  the  5th  of  May  the  company's  solicitors  wrote  as 
follows : — 
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"  With  reference  to  the  proposal  made  by  you  some 
time  ago  that  the  company  should  give  to  Mr.  Phillips 
the  strip  of  land  between  the  diverted  road  in  Mitcham 
Lane  and  his  park  fence,  we  are  now  in  a  position  to 
propose  this  to  the  board,  and  we  will  do  so  if  your  client 
still  desires  to  have  the  land.  We  should  say  that  the 
board  would  meet  his  wishes." 


On  the  next  day  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote  to  the 
company's  solicitors  stating  that  a  bill  was  ready  to  be 
filed,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  then  inclined  to  come  to 
such  favourable  terms  as  he  would  have  been  willing  to 
accept  at  the  beginning  of  the  correspondance,  being 
advised  that  the  company  were  liable  to  him  in  damages 
lor  the  deterioration  which  their  proceedings  had  caused. 
At  the  same  time  he  should  be  glad  if  terms  could  be 
come  to  to  stop  litigation,  and  with  that  view  the  plain- 
tifTs  surveyor  would  wait  upon  the  defendant's  solicitors 
in  the  course  of  the  day. 

On  the  same  day  the  latter  wrote  to  say  that  the  com- 
pany's engineer  made  no  objection  to  the  strip  of  land 
being  given  up  to  the  plaintiff.  They  should  therefore 
advise  the  board  that  it  be  given  up.  They  had  much 
pleasure  in  acceding  to  the  request,  and  would  advise  the 
board  it  ought  to  be  given  up. 

On  the  6th  of  May  the  bill  was  filed,  and  on  the  fol- 
lowing day  the  company's  solicitors  wrote  to  the  solicitor 
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of  the  plaintiff  repeating  the  offer  as  to  the  land,  but 
observing  that  the  plaintiff  must  not  do  anything  to 
injure  the  embankments  or  roads.  They  said  that,  having 
offered  the  plaintiff  all  he  asked,  they  could  not  conceive 
why  he  preferred  to  file  a  bill.  They  added,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  declined  the  offer  and  put  the  company  to  ex- 
penses, they  must  stand  on  their  strict  rights. 

Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Martindale,  for  tlie  plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  by  the  16th  section  of  tlie  Railway  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vic.  c.  20,  the  company  were 
only  authorised  to  make  a  temporary  diversion  for  the 
purposes  of  their  railway,  and  were  not  authorised  to 
make  a  permanent  diversion  of  roads  not  in  conformity 
with  the  deposited  plan. 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Dickinson  contended  that  the  16th 
section  of  the  Act  empowered  the  company  to  make  a 
permanent  diversion  of  roads,  if  necessary  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  line. 


JiLdgment, 


Mr.  Greene  was  heard  in  reply. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

It  is  plain  that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  very  serious 
damage,  for  which  he  is  apparently  entitled  to  have  a 
proper  reparation  made.  Tlie  real  question  is  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  grant  an  injunction  upon  the 
ground  that  a  public  road  has  been  improperly  diverted. 
The  bill  prays  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants 
"  from  diverting  the  said  road,  called  the  Mitcham  Boad, 
or  any  part  thereof,  in  manner  aforesaid,  or  in  any  manner 
save  for  sucli  temporary  purpose  as  is  authorised  by  the 
said  Act  of  Parliament;"  and  ^*  from  leaving  the  said 
cutting  in  the  said  Mitcham  Lane  uncovered  by  a  bridge 
for  any  longer  period  than  shall  be  necessary  for  building 
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a  bridge  for  carrying  the  road  over  the  said  railway  at 
the  Mitcham  Road,  in  accordance  with  the  deposited 
plans  and  the  Act  of  Parliament. '^  The  right  to  an  in«- 
jonction  must  depend  on  the  plaintiff  being  able  to  show 
that  what  the  defendants  have  done  is  something  ex- 
ceeding the  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  the  Legisla- 
ture. After  reading  the  clauses  of  the  Railway  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act^  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  company 
were  authorised  to  divert  a  public  road ;  and  if  that  be 
80,  the  Court  has  no  power  to  grant  the  injunction ;  and 
if  the  Court  has  no  power  to  do  that,  the  plaintiff's  case 
must  fail,  and  the  bill  be  dismissed.  But,  as  to  the  costs, 
this  litigation  has  been  carried  on  in  a  manner  not  at  all 
creditable  to  either  party,  and  the  bill  will  therefore  be 
dismissed  without  costs. 
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WETHERELL  v.  WETHERELL. 


July  21  J-  22. 


W  Where  a  tes- 

ILLI AM  DE  C  AULIER  made  a  holograph  will,  tator  directed 

dated  the  13th  of  September,  1855,  which,  as  admitted  interest  of  his 
to  probate,  was  as  follows : — This  is  the  will  and  testa-  j?".^"®  ^y^ 

\    ,  ,  .  divided  into  as 

ment  of  William  de  Caulier,  resident  at  No.  3,  Terrace,  many  shares 

New  Norfolk  Street,  Islington,  in  the  county  of  Middle-  living  chil- 
dren of  T.  and 
L.  W.,  ahare  and  share  alike,  as  they  shoold  come  of  age ;  and  in  cose  any  one  should  die 
vHhoiit  children,  his  share  to  devolve  on  survivors  successively,  till  the  whole  interest 
cttM  into  the  bands  of  the  grandchildren  and  great  grandchildren  of  T.  and  L.  W.^Held, 
that  the  chUdren  of  T.  W.  living  at  his  death  were  entitled  to  the  income  only,  hut  that 
th«c  waa  m  gift  by  implleation  to  these  chlldreii  absolutely,  with  a  gift  over  of  the  share  of 
lay  grandchild  who  had  died  without  having  had  issue ;  not  absolutely,  but  according  to 
tha  gift  of  the  original  share. 

WiMre  ft  taatator^  having  granted  an  annuity  to  his  widow,  under  his  will  directed  that  if  she 
penistcd  in  any  claim  on  the  residue  of  his  property  she  was  to  forfeit  the  annuity — Held 
tkt  widow  waa  not  put  to.hor  electioo,  but  was  entitled  both  to  her  dower  and  to  the  annuity 

£  2 
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is^-        sex.     As  it  may  please  the  Almighty  God  to  remove  me 

Wethbrbll   ivom  this  present  state  at  any  time  lie  himself  may  judge 

Wetuerkll.  niost  fit,  I  therefore  write  out  the  following  declaration 

,,,  "       ,      as  my  will  and  testament.     ALfter  all  my  just  debts  and 

Statement,  ^  ^  .  . 

funeral  ex{)enses,  and  the  various  legacies,  donations,  &c., 
herein  specified  are  fully  paid  and  settled  with  all  the 
parties  concerned  therein,  my  will  is,  that  the  annual 
interest  only  of  all  the  residue  of  my  property,  of  what- 
soever kind  or  wheresoever  placed,  shall  be  divided  into 
as  many  equal  parts  or  shares  as  there  may  be  children 
living  and  begotten  of  the  body  of  Thomas  Nathaniel 
Wetherell,  surgeon,  at  Highgate,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, on  the  body  of  his  present  wife  Louisa  Wetherell, 
share  and  share  alike,  as  each  of  the  said  children  come 
of  age.  And,  in  case  any  one  of  the  said  children  shall 
die  without  any  children  of  their  own  lawfully  begotten, 
then  in  that  case  his  or  her  share  of  the  said  annual  inte- 
rest (as  the  case  may  be)  shall  devolve  to  the  surviving 
children,  share  and  share  alike,  and  so  on  successively 
until  the  whole  amount  of  the  said  interest  of  the  said 
residue  comes  into  the  hands  of  the  grandchildren  and 
great  grandchildren  of  the  above  said  Thomas  Nathaniel 
Wetherell  and  of  his  wife  Louisa  Wetherell.  As  to 
Phoebe  de  Cauller,  to  whom  I  was  formerly  married,  as 
she  has  by  inheritance  on  lier  mother's  side  a  sufficient 
sum  to  live  upon,  I  will  and  bequeath  to  her  (upon  con- 
dition of  her  making  no  claim  whatever  upon  the  residue 
of  my  property)  I  will  and  bequeath  to  her  the  usual 
annuity  of  28/.,  i.e.  twenty-eight  pounds  sterling,  to  be 
paid  to  her  by  my  executors  half-yearly,  on  demand, 
during  her  lifetime  only ;  after  her  decease  the  principal 
thereof  will  become  part  of  the  residue  of  my  property ; 
but  if  the  said  Phoebe  de  Caulier  makes  and  persists  in 
any  claim  upon  the  residue  of  my  property  after  my 
decease,  I  will  and  bequeath  unto  her  no  part  of  my 
property,  and  the  said  annuity  of  28/.  sterling  shall  not 
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be  paid.     And  my  will  is  that  all  casual  property  re-         1862. 
verting  to  my  estate^  whether  of  leasehold  or  of  copyhold   wetherell 
property,  mortgages,  policies  of  life  assurance,  ground-  ^vethbrell. 

rent;?,  &c.,  that  shall  fall  in,  or  be  advisable  to  call  in,         

shall,  as  soon  as  the  amount  thereof  is  obtained,  be  imme- 
diately invested  in  the  best  Government  securities,  the 
interest  thereof  to  be  received  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
aforesaid  children  of  the  said  Thomas  Nathaniel  Wetherell 
and  Louisa  Wetherell,  his  wife.  And  I  do  will  and 
bequeath  the  sum  of  to  Maria  Wetherell, 

and  the  sum  of  to  Jane  Gibson  Wetherell,  and  the 

sum  of  to  Mr.  James  Paxon  and  his  wife,  and  the 

sum  of  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  William  Paxon,  and  the 

sum  of  to  each  of  my  executors  for  their  trouble 

on  my  behalf,  and  all  legal  and  just  costs  and  expenses 
attending  and  requisite  for  the  due  discharge  of 

.  And  I  do  nominate  and  apiK)int  Mr.  Thomas 
Nathaniel  Wetherell,  surgeon,  of  Highgate,  to  be  one  of 
my  executors,  and  Mr.  .     Signed  by  myself 

this  30th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  One 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-five. 

"  William  de  Caulier. 
"  In  the  presence  of 

Mary  Dallisor,  24,  Halliford  Street,  Islington ; 

Henry  Edis  Webster,  24,  Halliford  Street,  Islington. 
Witnesses  to  this  my  act,  deed,  and  signature." 

The  testator  died  on  the  20th  of  April,  1861,  and  after 
his  death  the  will,  with  certain  words  written  in  the 
pUces  where  the  blanks  in  the  draft  were  left,  in  his  own 
handwriting  in  pencil,  and  an  unattested  codicil  also  in 
his  own  handwriting,  were  found  in  his  house ;  but  the 
Court  of  Probate  refused  probate  of  the  codicil  and  of 
the  pencil  additions,  and  on  the  11th  of  June^  1861, 
probate  of  the  will,  without  the  pencil  additions,  was 
granted  to  the  plaintifi*. 
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Statement* 


1862.  Pho3be  de  Caulier  survived  the  testator.     They  never 

Wbtherbll    had  more  than  one  child,  which  died  a  hours  after  its 
Wbthbrell.   l^irth.      The  testator  had  a  brother  and  sister,  but  they 

both  died  in  his  lifetime  without  having  been  married. 

The  plaintiff  Nathaniel  Thomas  Wetherell  (in  the  will 
called  Thomas  Nathaniel)  Wetherell  was  a  relative  of  the 
testator,  but  whether  next  of  kin  at  his  death,  or  who 
was  or  were  his  next  of  kin  at  his  death,  the  plaintiff  did 
not  know.  The  plaintiff  had  had  seven  children  by  his  wife 
Louisa  Wetherell  (three  of  whom  had  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  four  were  infants),  and  one 
grandchild,  a  son  of  his  eldest  son.  All  the  children  and 
grandchild  were  living  at  the  testator's  death,  and  all 
were  defendants. 

The  testator  at  his  decease  was  possessed  of  consider- 
able personal  estate,  and  seised  of  a  freehold  estate ;  he 
was  also  the  owner  of  a  small  copyhold  property  held  of 
the  manor  of  Stepney. 

The  defendant  Phoebe  de  Caulier  (the  testator's  widow) 
alleged  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will,  the  testator  died  intestate  as  to  some  part  or  interest 
at  least  in  his  personal  estate  and  freehold  and  copyhold 
property,  and  she  claimed,  as  his  widow,  to  be  entitled  to 
her  dower  out  of  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  and 
to  one  equal  third  part  or  share  of  the  personal  property. 

The  bill  prayed  for  certain  declarations,  with  the  usual 
administration  decree. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  O,  L.  Russell  for  the  plaintiff, 
asked  for  the  usual  administration  decree,  and  the  decla* 
ration  of  the  rights  of  the  parties. 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Pemherton,  for  those  children  who 
had  attained  twenty-one,  contended  that  the  whole  of  the 
income  was  divisible  among  them  until  some  other  child 
should  attain  twenty-one,  when  it  would  have  to  be  again 
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diWded  according  to  the  then  number  of  shares,  and  so         1802. 
on  until  all  the  children  had  attained  twenty-one.  Wethbrbll 


V, 

Wetherell. 


Mr.  Freemany  for  the  infants,  submitted  that  all  the 
children  who  were  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator  were     ^'•^""*^' 
absolutely  entitled. 

Mr.  Eddis  appeared  for  a  grandchild. 

Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Sprinffall  Thompsouy  for  the  widow, 
contended  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  will  to  put  her 
to  elect  between  the  annuity  and  her  dower.  The  clainl 
for  dower  was  wholly  independent  of  the  will,  and  did 
not  conflict  with  it,  and  in  such  case  a  provision  in  the 
will  did  not  disentitle  the  widow  from  dower :  Pickering  v. 
Lord  Stamford{a). 

Mr.  Craiffy  for  James  Faxon,  one  of  the  next  of  kin, 
contended  that  the  gift  was  void  for  uncertainty  and 
remoteness:    Goochy.  Gooch{b). 

Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Woodhousey  for  another  of 
the  next  of  kin,  took  the  same  view,  and  cited  Bastin  v. 
Watts{c)y  Bell  v.  Blann{d)y  Wordsxcorth  v.  Wood{e). 


The  ViCE-CnANCELLOR : — 

The  first  question  seems  to  be  whether  or  not  the  tes- 
tator lias  disposed  of  his  real  as  well  as  of  his  personal 
estate,  and  I  think,  considering  that  in  the  latter  part  of 
the  will  he  speaks  of  the  "  casual  property  reverting  to 
the  estate  whether  of  leasehold  or  copyhold,"  it  is  impos- 
cible  to  hold  that  the  testator  did  not  Intend  by  his  will 
to  dispose  both  of  his  real  and  personal  estate.     In  this 


Judgment, 


(a)  3  Ves.  331. 
(h)  14  Beav.  i>65. 
(c)  3  Bear.  V7. 


(d)  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  C56;  s.c. 
2  D.  M.  &  G.  775. 

(c)  2  Beav.  2o;  s.c.  1  H.  of 
L.  Ca.  129. 
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1862.  case,  as  in  the  cases  cited,  the  first  duty  of  the  Court  is 

Wethbrell  to  give  effect  to  the  testator's  language,  according  to  the 

Wetherell.  ^^^^^^  plain  and  rational  meaning  which  can  be  ascribed 

^  '       ,  to  it.      It  is  a  fundamental  rule  of  construction,  where  a 

Juflyment. 

will  plainly  mentions  persons  who  are  the  objects  of  the 
testator's  bounty,  to  construe  it  in  such  a  way  as  if 
l)0S8ible  to  avoid  an  intestacy.  That  is  the  general  rule, 
in  support  of  which  no  case  need  be  cited :  it  pervades 
every  case  where  the  Court  has  to  construe  a  will. 
Another  rule  is  that,  where  there  are  words  which  in 
^themselves  have  a  plain,  clear,  and  sensible  meaning,  they 
are  not  to  be  controlled  by  any  words  or  expressions 
which  are  more  obscure  or  ambiguous.  The  first  ques- 
tion is  as  to  the  widow's  right  to  dower,  and  it  8eems  to 
me  that  she  is  clearly  entitled  to  dower.  No  case  of 
election  can  arise,  for  the  testator's  language  is  that  **  If 
she  makes  and  persists  in  any  claims  upon  the  residue  of 
his  property,  she  is  to  forfeit  the  annuity  of  28/."  That 
refers  to  some  claim  made  in  his  lifetime,  and  could  not 
be  a  claim  for  dower.  Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  no 
case  of  election  arises,  and  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
dower,  and  also  entitled  to  the  annuity  bequeathed  to  her 
by  the  will.  The  next  question  is  of  very  considerable 
difficulty.  Although  the  testator  speaks  of  all  the  residue 
of  his  property,  and  although  he  speaks,  in  the  clearest 
terms,  of  the  children  and  grandchildren  of  the  present 
])laintiff  as  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  yet,  excej^t  by  im- 
plication, there  is  little  or  nothing  to  be  found  in  the  will 
that  amounts  to  a  clear  and  absolute  gift.  His  first  di- 
rection is,  that  "the  annual  interest  only  of  all  the 
residue  of  my  pro|)erty,  of  whatsoever  kind  or  where- 
soever placed,  shall  be  divided  into  as  many  equal  parts 
or  shares  as  there  may  be  children  living  and  begotten  of 
the  body  of  Thomas  Nathaniel  Wetherell  on  the  body  of 
his  present  wife  Louisa  Wetherell,  share  and  share  alike, 
as  each  of  the  said  children  come  of  age.'*     The  direction 
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there  to  divide  the  whole  annual  interest  of  the  whole  of        i^*-- 
his  property  is  clear  and  express.  Wetherkll 

The  number  of  shares  is  to  be  equal  to  the  number  of  wbtherbll. 
children  of  the  persons  named  who  should  be  living  at         — " 
hid  death.     There  seema  no  doubt  so  far ;  but,  when  he 
says,  ".  as  each  of  the  said  children  come  of  age,"  there 
ai^  no  words  of  gift  to  any  except  by  implication.     It 
has  been  contended  that  the  division  is,  at  first,  to  be 
only  among  those  children  who  are  of  age  at  the  time  of 
the  testator's  death.     There  are  seven  children,  three  of 
whom  were  of  age  at  the  testator's  death,   and   it  is 
suggested  that  there  is  to  be  a  division  of  the  property 
(in  the  events  that  have  hapi)ened)  in  three  shares,  then 
when  the  next  child  comes  of  age  into  four  shares,  and 
80  on.     There  certainly  is  no  direction  to  that  effect  in 
the  will,  and  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  that  construction 
with  the  language  of  the  testator.     I  cannot  reject  the 
words  "  into  as  many  equal  parts  or  shares  as  there  may 
be  children  living  and  begotten,"  which  must  mean  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  that  amounts  to  a  direction  to 
divide  into  seven  shares.     But  the  words  ^^  as  each  of 
the  s^d  children  come  of  age "  are  said  to  mean  that 
there  is  to  be  no  gift  to  any.  child  till  he  or  she  comes  of 
age.     That  would  be  so  if  these  words  "  as  each  comes 
of  age  "  were  incorporated  with  a  gift;  but  the  difficulty 
of  the  will  is,  that  there  is  no  gift  here  at  all  except  by 
implication,  and  these  words,  not  being  incorporated  into 
any  gifl,  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  read  in  the  sense  con- 
tended for,  but  must  be  dealt  with  as  well  as  may  be  so 
as  not  to  occasion  any  construction  incompatible  with 
what  is  clear. 

The  meaning  of  the  next  words  seems  reasonably 
clear.  They  are  "  in  case  any  one  of  the  said  children  " 
(that  would  be  in  this  case  any  one  of  the  seven)  "  shall 
die  without  any  children  of  their  own  lawfully  begotten, 
then  in  that  case  his  or  her  share  of  the  said  annual 
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1862.  interest  (as  the  case  may  be)  shall  devolve  to  the  sur- 
Wbthbrbll  viving  children  share  and  share  alike."  By  the  effect  of 
these  words  the  share  of  any  child  dying  without  having 
had  a  child  is  to  go  to  the  surviving  children.  There  is 
clearly  involved  in  that  a  gift  by  implication  to  the  chil- 
dren of  a  child,  because  it  is  only  the  share  of  the  child 
who  dies  without  having  had  any  children  that  is  to  •go 
over.  In  that  is  involved,  tlierefore,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
upon  the  principle  of  construing  gifts  by  implication,  a 
gift  by  implication  to  the  children  of  such  of  those  chil- 
dren of  the  plaintiff  as  shall  have  children. 

It  has  been  contended  that  there  is  no  gift  here  of  the 
corpiis  of  the  property,  but  only  of  the  income,  and  that 
there  is  no  gift  of  the  income  to  anybody  but  for  a  life 
estate.  It  is  very  well  settled  the  words  "the  whole 
interest,"  or  **  the  whole  rents  and  profits,"  uncontrolled, 
will  carry  the  absolute  interest  as  to  personal  property, 
and  the  fee  simple  as  to  real  estate.  But  here,  in  the 
first  gift  to  the  children,  they  are,  I  think,  controlled  by 
the  word  "  only."  "  The  annual  interest  only  "  is  what 
is  to  be  given,  or,  rather,  what  is  dealt  with  by  the  testa- 
tor when  he  speaks  of  the  children  living  at  his  death. 
But,  as  he  proceeds,  and  introduces  words  of  gift  over  in 
the  event  of  a  child  dying  without  any  children  of  his 
own,  the  word  of  qualification  "  only  "  is  left  out,  and,  in 
a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  where  as  to  particular  parts 
of  his  property  there  is  a  direction  to  call  it  in  and  invest 
it,  the  investment  is  said  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
children,  that  is,  the  children  who  are  the  objects  of  his 
bounty;  and  his  expression  is,  "to  be  immediately  in- 
vested in  the  best  Government  securities,  the  interest 
thereof  to  be  received  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  aforesaid 
children."  There  are  no  words  of  Umitntion  there ;  the 
word  "  only  "  is  dropped ;  and  as  the  testator  speaks  of 
the  whole  of  his  property  and  of  certain  persons,  clearly 
indicating  them  as  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  it  seems  to 
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me  that  I  should  transgress  a  sound  rule  of  construction         I868. 
if  I  were  to  hold  that  there  was  here  only  a  gift  of  In-  wetherell 
come,  and  merely  a  gift  to  the  objects  of  his  bounty  of  Wetherell 

life  estates.  

The  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  in  which  he  uses  lan- 
guage speaking  of  great-grandchildren,  no  doubt  creates 
a  difficulty,  but  that  difficulty  is  very  much  removed  by 
considering  that  in  the  language  used  in  that  part  of  the 
will  there  is  no  clear  gift  to  great-grandchildren,  or  to 
grandchildren  at  all.  They  are  merely  words  explanatory 
of  his  hope  as  to  the  future  enjoyment  of  his  property, 
for  he  says,  ^'and  so  on  successively  until  the  whole 
amount  of  the  said  interest  of  the  said  residue  comes  into 
the  hands  of  the  grandchildren  and  great-grandchildren 
of  the  above  said  Thomas  Nathaniel  Wetherell  and  of 
his  wife  Louisa  Wetherell."  I  can  only  construe  these 
words  as  meaning  that  he  looked  forward  into  futurity  to 
the  time  when  the  children  and  grandchildren  and  great- 
grandchildren should  enjoy  it.  But  there  are  no  express 
words  of  gift  to  the  great  grandchildren,  and  I  am  not  at 
liberty,  because  he  mentions  great-grandchildren  and 
uses  towards  them  no  express  words  of  gift,  to  strain  the 
language  of  the  will  so  as  to  defeat  that  which  seems  to 
me  his  plain  meaning,  namely,  to  give  the  children  living 
at  his  death  and  the  children  of  those  children  interests 
in  his  property. 

UlK)n  the  whole,  therefore,  notwithstanding  the  diffi- 
culties of  construction,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  meaning 
of  the  testator  was  to  give  the  income  only  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  all  the  children  of  the  plaintiff  who 
should  be  living  at  his  death  ;  that  there  is  a  gift  by  im- 
plication to  the  children  of  those  children ;  and,  there 
being  nothing  to  restrain  it,  that  that  gift  carries  to  them 
absolute  interests.  But  there  is  a  clear  gift  over  in  the 
event  of  any  of  the  children  dying  without  ever  having 
had  a  child,  and  a  gift  over*  to  the  survivors,  not  abso- 
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Ib02.  lately  to  tliosc  who  arc  only  to  take  as  tenants  for  life, 
Wethkrell  but  the  accruing  share  is  to  go  according  to  the  same 
Wetuerell.  l^^i^^ioii  of  interest  as  the  original  share  which  is  given 
by  the  will.  I  propose,  therefore,  to  make  the  decree  in 
these  temis : — "  Declare,  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
her  dower,  and  also  entitled  to  the  annuity  of  28/.  be- 
queathed to  her  by  the  will.  Declare  that,  according  to 
the  true  construction  of  the  will,  all  the  children  of  the 
jJaintifF  by  Louisa  his  wife^  in  the  will  named,  lining  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  became  entitled  to  the  whole 
annual  interest,  rents,  and  profits  of  the  clear  residue  of 
the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator  as  tenants  in 
common  for  life,  with  remainder  to  all  the  children  of 
such  children  as  tenants  in  common  absolutely, /?er5ft'/ycs, 
as  to  the  personal  estate,  and  as  to  the  real  estate  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee,  per  stirpes;  but  in  case  any  of 
the  said  children  of  the  plaintiff  shall  die  without  ever 
having  had  any  child,  his  share  to  accrue  and  belong  to 
the  surviving  children  for  their  lives,  and  the  children  of 
such  surviving  children,  according  to  the  above  declara- 
tion. 
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1862. 
Noveniher  7, 

SE  ATON  V.  ST  ANIL  AND.  %^»  ^^,>^l]^ 


NDER  the  will  of  George  Althas,  of  Brotherton,  BiUtorectuy 
Yorkshire,  who  died  in  1819,  Edward  Watson  and  George  ?  ^T®  °^  ^ 

'     _  '  _  ^  °      fant'p  property 

Althas  Staniland  became  tenants  in  common  in  tail  of  sanctioned  by 

-Tfc       1  mi  T  •  *^®  Court,  in 

certain  estates  situate  at  Brotherton,     Ihey  entered  into  pursuance  of 
partnership  as  lime-burners  on  the  property,  which  con-  ^  eSuSinff*' 

sisted  chiefly  of  extensive  lime  quarries.  certain  trade 

•^  ^  fixtures 

In  1844  Edward  Watson  withdrew  from  the  partner-  alleged  to  have 

ship,  and  by  deed  of  the  15th  of  July,  1844,  the  property  pg^y  ^^" 

was  demised  to  George  Althas  Staniland  for  fifty  years,  if  pn»«dittthe 

°  ^  J  J  ^       lease,  and  also 

Edward  Watson  should  so  long  live;  and  at  the  same  by  expunging 

time  Staniland  purchased  his  late  partner's  interest  in  the  as  to  delivery 

business  plant,  stock-in-trade,  tramroads,  and  everything  g£nof™wing 

belonging  to  the  business.     At  this  time  there  was  no  crops  and 

,  ,  other  particu- 

steam  machinery  on  the  premises.  lars,  dismissed 

In  July,  1845,  G.  A.  Staniland  died  in  insolvent  cir-  there  being  no 
cumstances,  beincr  indebted  to  the  amount  of  14,3677.  f/idence  that 

'  o  '  the  lease  was 

Part  of  the  assets  was  the  above  lease.     An  arrangement  inconsistent 

,  f    1  •      •      1  T  1  with  the  agree- 

was  come  to  by  some  ot  the  principal  creditors  who  were  ment,  one  of 
friends  and  relations  of  the  deceased,  and  ultimately  a  U^ng^She" 
partnership  was  formed  among  them  under  the  style  of  infant's 
William  Staniland  &  Co. 

In  pursuance  and  further  execution  of  the  same 
arrangement,  by  a  release  dated  the  1st  day  of  July, 
1846,  and  made  between  the  said  William  Staniland, 
Sarah  Seaton,  Thomas  Hawdon,  and  William  Hawdon 
of  the  first  part,  and  the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and 
Ae  defendant  Matilda  Staniland,  widow,  therein  described 
^  executor  and  executrix  of  the  said  testator  George 
Althas  Staniland,  of  the  second  part,  after  reciting  that 
tl^e  said  testator  was  at  the  time  of  his  decease  indebted 
to  the  several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  in 
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tlie  aeveral  sums  of  money  following,  that  is  to  say, — to 
the  said  William  Staniland  4800/.,  to  the  plaintiff  Pres- 
ton Seaton  500/.,  to  the  said  Sarah  Seaton  1000/.,  and 
to  the  said  Thomas  Hawdon  and  William  Hawdon  as 
trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement  of  the  plaintiff  Pres- 
ton Seaton  and  Mary  his  wife  400/.,  and  that  the  remain- 
ing assets  of  the  said  testator  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff 
Preston  Seaton  and  the  defendant  Matilda  Staniland, 
widow,  as  such  executor  and  executrix  as  aforesiud, 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  Iiis  aforesaid  debts,  consisted 
of  the  following  particulars,  namely,  a  moiety  of  the 
said  hereditaments  at  Brotherton,  lield  for  the  residue  of 
a  term  of  fifty  years  if  the  said  Edward  Watson  should 
so  long  live,  created  by  the  said, indenture  of  the  15th 
day  of  July,  1844,  and  certain  stock  in  trade,  plant, 
fixtures,  and  implements  of  trade,  book  debts,  chattels, 
and  effects  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  testator's  business 
of  a  lime-burner,  but  which  assets  were  wholly  insuffi- 
cient for  payment  of  the  said  testator's  said  debts :  And 
further  reciting  that  tlie  said  parties  thereto  of  the  first 
part  had  applied  to  the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  the 
defendant  Matilda  Staniland,  widow,  for  payment  of 
their  said  debts,  which  the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and 
the  defendant  Matilda  Staniland,  widow,  being  unable  to 
do,  they  had  proposed  to  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the 
first  part  to  accept  and  take  the  said  leasehold  and  chattel 
property,  debts,  and  effects,  the  remaining  assets  of  the 
said  testator  in  full  discharge  and  satisfaction  of  their 
said  debts,  and  to  give  and  execute  to  them  Preston 
Seaton  and  Matilda  Staniland,  widow,  as  such  executor 
and  executrix  as  aforesaid  such  release  from  their  said 
aebts  as  therein  contained,  which  the  said  parties  thereto 
of  the  first  part  had  consented  and  agreed  to  do :  And 
further  reciting  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement 
the  said  Preston  Seaton  and  Matilda  Staniland,  widow, 
had  immediately  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  now 
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stating  Indenture,  at  the  request  of  the  eaid  parties        1862. 
thereto  of   the  first  part,  assigned  and  delivered  to  or       sbaton 
otherwise  vested  in  the  said  William  Staniland  and  Wil-    c^!l\^.« 

0TAKILANO. 

liana  Hawdon  upon  trust  for  the  said  parties  thereto  of 
the  first  part  the  said  lease  and  premises  at  Brotherton, 
and  the  said  stock  in  trade,  plant,  fixtures,  im})lements 
of  trade,  book  debts,  chattels,  and  cfiects,  the  due  assign- 
ment and  delivery  of  which  said  leasehold  and  chattel 
property,  debts,  and  effects,  and  that  the  same  was  ac- 
cepted and  taken  by  them  in  full  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  their  aforesaid  several  and  respective  debts: 
They  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  did  thereby 
severally  and  respectively  admit  and  declare  it  was  by  the 
Qow  stating  indenture  of  release  witnessed  that  for  the 
conaideration  aforesaid  and  other  the  premises,  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreements,  and  for  divers  other 
good  causes  them  thereunto  moving,  they  the  said  William 
Staniland,  Sarah  Seaton,  Thomas  Hawdon,  and  William 
Hawdon,  thereby  remised,  released,  and  for  ever  quit 
claimed  and  discharged  unto  the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton 
and  the  defendant  Matilda  Staniland,  widow,  and  each  of 
them  respectively,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators of  each  of  them,  and  each  and  every  of  their  lands 
and  tenements,  good  and  chattels,  the  aforesaid  several 
debts  so  due  and  owing  to  them  the  said  several  parties 
thereto  of  the  first  part  from  the  estate  of  the  said  testa- 
tor George  Althas  Staniland,  deceased,  as  aforesaid,  and 
all  interest  in  respect  thereof,  and  all  actions,  suits,  claims, 
and  demands  whatsoever  for  or  in  respect  of  or  in  any-r 
wise  concerning  the  same. 

In  further  pursuance  of  this  arrangement  a  lease  was 
executed  dated  the  2nd  of  July,  1846,  and  expressed  to 
be  made  between  Preston  Seaton  and  Matilda  Staniland 
of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  William  Staniland  and 
William  Hawdon  of  the  other  part.  It  recited  that 
Preston  Seaton  and  Matilda  Staniland,  as  executor  and 
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180-2.  executrix  of  tlie  testator,  had  contracted  with  TVilliam 
Sbaton  Stanilaud  and  William  Ilawdon  for  the  sale  to  them  of 
the  premises  comprised  in  the  lease  for  the  residue  of 
the  term,  and  of  the  testator's  ^'  stock-in-trade,  plant, 
fixtures,  barges  or  vessels,  and  implements  of  trade, 
chattels,  and  effects  particularised  and  set  forth  in  the 
first  schedule,"  subject  1o  the  lessee's  rent  and  covenants, 
at  the  price  of  6700/.,  i.e.  1500Z.  for  the  purchase  of  the 
said  leasehold  premises  and  debts,  and  5200/.  for  the  said 
testator's  "stock-in-trade,  plant,  implements,  and  effects  " 
particularised  and  set  forth  in  the  said  schedule ;  and 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  6700/.  therein  alleged 
to  have  been  paid  by  William  Staniland  and  W.  Hawdon 
to  Preston  Seaton  and  Matilda  Staniland,  they  the  said 
Preston  Seaton  and  M.  Staniland  assigned  unto  the  said 
W.  Staniland  and  W,  Hawdon,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  all  and  singular  the  moiety  of  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  lease  of  July,  1844,  "  togetlier 
with  all  additions  and  improvements  to  the  said  premises, 
and  all  other  the  premises  then  held  under  the  said  lease, 
and  all  goods,  rails,  trams,  bridges,  tunnels,  culverts, 
canals,  wharfs,  landings,  rights,  ways,  members,  and  ap- 
purtenants," for  all  the  residue  of  the  term,  subject  to 
to  the  rent  and  performance  of  the  lessee's  covenants. 

The  first  schedule  to  the  deed  was  as  follows: — "  4340 
yards  of  railway  (single  line),  sixty-one  lime  and  stone 
waggons,  tools,  wood  and  iron,  necessary  for  the  trade ; 
nine  horses  in  the  trade,  four  vessels,  two  third  parts  or 
shares  of  another  vessel  called  the  Two  Sisters,  lime  set 
new  pits,  new  limed  pits,  and  stone  at  the  cut."  The 
debts  specified  in  the  second  schedule  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  542/,  6s.  5d. 

About  this  time  a  steam  engine,  house,  and  machinery 
were  erected  on  the  premises,  which  were  not  specifically 
referred  to  in  the  lease. 

Also,  in  pursuance  and  part  execution  of  the  said  ar- 
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rangemcnt,  the  said  William  Staniland  advanced  the  said  186-2. 

sum  of  2000/.,  which  was  ai)])lied  in  part  payment  and  s baton 

satisfaction  of  the  said  debts  of  the  said  testator  George  staxiland 

Althas  Staniland,  amountin^:  to  6917/.  as  aforesaid,  and  „, 

^  ^  .      ^  Statement, 

to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  said  2000/.  and  interest, 
by  an  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  4th  day  of  July, 
1846,  and  made  between  the  said  William  Staniland  and 
ATiUiam  Hawdon  of  the  first  part,  the  plaintiff  Preston 
Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Hawdon  and  William  Haw- 
don of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  William  Stan- 
dering  of  the  third  part,  and  executed  by  all  parties: 
After  reciting  the  said  lease  of  the  1 5th  day  of  July, 
1844,  and  that  by  virtue  of  several  mesne  assignments 
and  assurances  in  the  law,  and  ultimately  by  virtue 
of  the  said  indenture  of  the  2nd  day  of  July,  1846, 
and  made  between  the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and 
the  defendant  Matilda  Staniland,  widow,  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  said  William  Staniland  and  William 
Hawdon  of  the  other  part,  the  said  thereinbefore  recited 
lease,  and  the  premises  comprised  in  and  demised  by  the 
same,  became  absolutely  vested  in  the  said  William  Stani- 
land and  William  Hawdon  for  all  the  residue  of  the  afore- 
said term  of  years,  subject  to  the  rent,  annuity,  and 
covenants  in  the  said  lease  reserved  and  contained :  And 
further  reciting  that  the  said  lease  and  premises  were  so 
vested  in  the  said  William  Staniland  and  William  Haw- 
don upon  trust  for  the  said  William  Staniland,  the  plain- 
tiff Preston  Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Hawdon  and 
William  Hawdon,  their  respective  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common :  And  further 
reciting  that  an  engine-house  and  other  buildings  con- 
nected therewith  had  then  lately  been  erected  and  built 
on  the  hereditaments  and  premises  comprised  in  the  said 
recited  indenture  of  lease,  and  that  there  had  also  been 
affixed  to  or  placed  upon,  in,  or  about  the  said  premises,  or 
5ome  part  thereof,  a  steam-engine  and  boiler,  together 

VOL.   IV.  F 


66 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


ldG2. 

S BATON 
V, 

Stamilamd. 
Staiftttent* 


with  a  quantity  of  machinery  and  other  things  requisite 
to  carry  off  the  water  from  the  lime  quarries  upon  the 
said  premises,  and  for  other  purposes  connected  with  the 
said  trade  or  business :    And  further  reciting  that  the 
said  William  Staniland  and  William  Hawdon  were  pos- 
sessed of  or  entitled  as  aforesaid  to  the  plant,  fixtures, 
barges  or  vessels,  horses,  and  implements  of  trade  men- 
tioned in  the  second  schedule  thereunder  written,  and 
that  the  said  William  Staniland  and  William  Hawdon, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and 
the  said  Thomas  Hawdon,  had  requested  the  said  William 
Standering  to  lend  them  the  sum  of  2000/.,  which  the 
said  William  Standering  had  agreed  to  do  on  having  the 
repayment  thereof  with  interest  secured  in  manner  there- 
inafter expressed :     It  was  by  the  now-stating  indenture 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  2000/. 
by  the  said   William    Standering  to   the   said  William 
Staniland  and  William  Hawdon,  with  the  privity  of  the 
plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Hawdon 
paid  as  aforesaid,  they  the  said  William  Staniland  and 
William  Hawdon,  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of 
the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Haw- 
don,  granted,   bargained,   sold,   and   demised,   and   the 
plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  Thomas  Hawdon  ratified 
and  confirmed,  unto  the   said  William  Standering,   hia 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  and  singular 
the  moiety,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments   com- 
prised in  and  demised  by  the  said  thereinbefore-recited 
lease,  together  with  all  additions  and  improvements  to  the 
said  premises,  and  all  other  the  premises  then  held  under 
the  said  lease  ;   and  all  roads,  trams,  bridges,  tunnels,  cul- 
verts, canals,  wharves,  landings,  rights,  ways,  members, 
and  a])purtenanccs,  together  with  the  said  lease  ;  and  also 
all  and  singular  the  said  steam-engine,  boilers,  works,  fixed 
and  movable  machinery,  implements,  and  utensils  thereunto 
belonging  then  fixed  or  placed  upon  or  used  in  or  about  the 
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Baid  premises  as  the  same  were  specified  in  the  first  sche-        IB6-2. 
dole  to  the  now-stating  indenture,  and  all  right,  title,       seaton 
property,  interest,  claim,  or  demand  whatsoever  of  them    staniland. 

the  said  William  Staniland  and  William  Hawdon,   or         

either  of  them,  in  and  to  the  same;  to  hold  the  said 
moiety,  lands,  and  premises,  and  all  and  singular  other 
the  premises  thereinbefore  expressed  and  intended  to  be 
thereby  demised,  and  all  such  part  and  i)arts  of  the  said 
engine-house,  steam-engine,  and  machinery  as  were 
affixed  to  the  freehold,  unto  the  said  William  Standering, 
Us  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  and  during 
all  the  residue  then  yet  to  come  and  unexpired  of  the 
term  granted  by  the  said  thereinbefore-recited  indenture 
of  lease,  except  the  last  day  of  the  said  term,  subject 
nevertheless  to  the  proviso  for  redemption  therein- 
after contained,  and  to  hold  all  such  part  and  parts  of 
the  said  steam-engine,  works,  machinery,  and  premises 
thereinbefore  assigned,  or  expressed  and  intended  so  to 
be  as  were  not  affixed  to  the  freehold,  unto  the  said 
TVilliam  Standering,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  absolutely,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  proviso 
for  redemption  thereinafter  contained.  And  it  was  further 
witnessed  that  in  further  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  agree- 
ment, and  in  consideration  of  the  aforesaid  sum  of  2000/. 
80  lent  to  the  said  William  Staniland  and  William  Haw- 
don as  aforesaid,  they  the  said  William  Staniland  and 
William  Hawdon,  at  the  request  and  by  the  desire  of 
the  plaintiflT  Preston  Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Haw- 
don, had  granted  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred, 
and  set  over  unto  the  said  William  Standering,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  all  and  singular  the 
plant,  fixtures,  barges  or  vessels,  implements  of  trade, 
chattels,  and  effects  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  second 
schedule  thereunder  written  or  thereunto  annexed,  and 
all  right,  title,  interest,  property,  claim,  and  demand 
whataoever  of   them  the   said   William   Staniland   and 
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with  a  quantity  of  machinery  and  other  things  requisite 
to  carry  off  the  water  from  the  lime  quarries  upon  the 
said  premises,  and  for  other  purposes  connected  with  the 
said  trade  or  business :    And  further  reciting  that  the 
said  William  Staniland  and  William  Hawdon  were  pos- 
sessed of  or  entitled  as  aforesaid  to  the  plant,  fixtures, 
barges  or  vessels,  horses,  and  implements  of  trade  men- 
tioned in  the  second  schedule  thereunder  written,  and 
that  the  said  William  Staniland  and  William  Hawdon, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and 
the  said  Thomas  Hawdon,  had  requested  the  said  William 
Standering  to  lend  them  the  sum  of  2000/.,  which  the 
said  William  Standering  had  agreed  to  do  on  having  the 
repayment  thereof  with  interest  secured  in  manner  there- 
inafter expressed  :     It  was  by  the  now-stating  indenture 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  2000/. 
by  the  said   William    Standering  to   the   said  William 
Staniland  and  William  Hawdon,  with  the  privity  of  the 
plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Hawdon 
paid  as  aforesaid,  they  the  said  William  Staniland  and 
William  Hawdon,  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of 
the  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Haw- 
don,  granted,   bargained,   sold,   and   demised,   and   the 
plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  Thomas  Hawdon  ratified 
and  confirmed,  unto  the   said  William  Standering,   his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  and  singular 
the  moiety,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments   com- 
prised in  and  demised  by  the  said  thereinbefore-recited 
lease,  together  with  all  additions  and  improvements  to  the 
said  premises,  and  all  other  the  premises  then  held  under 
the  said  lease  ;   and  all  roads,  trams,  bridges,  tunnels,  cul- 
verts, canals,  wharves,  landings,  rights,  ways,  members, 
and  ajipurteuances,  together  with  the  said  lease  ;  and  also 
all  and  singular  the  said  steam-engine,  boilers,  works,  fixed 
and  movable  machinery,  implements,  and  utensils  thereunto 
belonging  then  fixed  or  placed  upon  or  used  in  or  about  the 
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Baid  premises  as  the  same  were  specified  in  the  first  sche-  iso-i. 
dole  to  the  now-stating  indenture5  and  all  rights  title^  Beaton 
property,  interest,  claim,  or  demand  whatsoever  of  them  gT^„ii^j,D 
the  said  William  Staniland  and  William  Hawdon,  or 
either  of  them,  in  and  to  the  same;  to  hold  tlie  said 
moiety,  lands,  and  premises,  and  all  and  singular  other 
the  premises  thereinbefore  expressed  and  intended  to  be 
thereby  demised,  and  all  such  part  and  parts  of  the  said 
engine-house,  steam-engine,  and  machinery  as  were 
affixed  to  the  freehold,  unto  the  said  William  Standering, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  and  during 
all  the  residue  then  yet  to  come  and  unexpired  of  the 
term  granted  by  the  said  thereinbefore-recited  indenture 
of  lease,  except  the  last  day  of  the  said  term,  subject 
nevertheless  to  the  proviso  for  redemption  therein- 
after contained,  and  to  hold  all  such  part  and  parts  of 
the  said  steam-engine,  works,  machinery,  and  premises 
thereinbefore  assigned,  or  expressed  and  intended  so  to 
he  as  were  not  afiSxed  to  the  freehold,  unto  the  said 
William  Standering,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  absolutely,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  proviso 
for  redemption  thereinafter  contained.  And  it  was  further 
witnessed  that  in  further  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  agree- 
ment, and  in  consideration  of  the  aforesaid  sum  of  2000/. 
80  lent  to  the  said  William  Staniland  and  William  Haw- 
don as  aforesaid,  they  the  said  William  Staniland  and 
William  Hawdon,  at  the  request  and  by  the  desire  of 
the  plaintiflT  Preston  Seaton  and  the  said  Thomas  Haw- 
don, had  granted  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred, 
and  set  over  unto  the  said  William  Standering,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  all  and  singular  the 
plant,  fixtures,  barges  or  vessels,  implements  of  trade, 
chattels,  and  effects  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  second 
schedule  thereunder  written  or  thereunto  annexed,  and 
all  right,  title,  interest,  property,  claim,  and  demand 
whatsoever  of   them   the   said   William   Staniland  and 
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1802.  William  Hawdon,  or  either  of  them,  of,  in,  or  to  the 
Seaton  same  ;  to  hold  all  and  singular  the  said  plant,  fixtures, 
Stanilawd.  ^^rgcs  or  vessels,  implements  of  trade,  chattels,  and 
effects,  thereinbefore  expressed  and  intended  to  be 
thereby  assigned  unto  and  by  the  said  William  Stan- 
dering,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  thence- 
forth as  his  and  their  own  property  absolutely,  subject 
only  to  the  proviso  for  redemption  thereof  thereinafter 
contained,  that  is  to  say, — a  proviso  for  redemption  on 
payment  by  the  said  William  Staniland  and  William 
Hawdon,  or  either  of  them,  their  or  either  of  their  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators,  unto  the  said  William  Stan- 
dering,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of  the 
sum  of  2000/.  with  interest  thereon,  on  a  day  therein 
named  and  long  since  passed. 

The  first  schedule  to  the  said  last-mentioned  indenture 
was  as  follows: — ^*One  steam-engine  of  4-horse  power 
high  pressure,  with  4-horse  boiler,  the  shaft  of  the  fly- 
wheel working  two  pumps  6  inches  in  diameter  and  39 
feet  long,  by  an  eccentric  movement  on  the  face-plate, 
with  cold  water  force-pump  attached  to  the  engine." 

By  a  declaration  of  trust  dated  the  6th  day  of  July, 
1846,  and  made  and  duly  executed  between  and  by  the 
said  William  Standering  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said 
William  Staniland  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the 
said  mortgage  of  the  4th  day  of  July,  1846,  and  that 
the  said  sum  of  2000/.  was  the  proper  money  of  the  said 
William  Staniland,  it  was  declared  that  the  said  William 
Standering  should  stand  possessed  of  the  said  mortgaged 
premises,  monies,  and  interest  in  trust  for  the  said 
William  Staniland,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  absolutely. 

The  second  schedule  was  in  the  same  terms  as  that  to 
the  deed  of  lease  of  2nd  July. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  engine,  boiler,  and   pumps 
were  put  up  after  the  formation  of  the  partnership  of 
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Wm.   Staniland  &  Co.,  and  at  the  sole  cost  of  the  firm.        ^1862^ 
It  also    alleged  that  by  the  custom  of  the  trade  and       seaton 
country  the  steam-engine  and  machinery,  ae  well  as  the    staniland. 
rails,  plant,  and  utensils,  were  the  property  of  the  firm      t^f^'^cnt. 
as  tenants'  fixtures,  and  not  the  property  of  the  landlord 
as  landlord's  fixtures. 

In  further  pursuance  of  the  above  arrangements,  and 
in  pursuance  of  an  agreement .  previously  entered  into, 
an  application  was  made  to  the  Court  under  the  statute 
to  sanction  a  lease  by  the  infant  George  Althas  Staniland, 
the  only  son  of  the  testator  G.  A.  Staniland,  during  his 
minority,  of  the  moiety  in  the  said  estates,  of  which  he 
was  tenant  in  tail.     A  reference  was  made  to  the  Master, 
who,  after  referring  to  the  state  of  facts  on  the  part  of 
the  infant  in  support  of  granting  a  lease,  "  to  contain 
the  covenants  used  in  similar  cases,  and  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  country,"  duly  made  his  report,  which 
was  afterwards  confirmed,  and  it  was  referred  back  to 
him  to  settle  a  proper  lease  according  to  the  report. 

The  lease  so  settled  and  approved  (being  the  lease  now 
sought  to  be  rectified)  was  dated  the  1st  of  December, 
1846,  and  expressed  to  be  made  between  the  said  G.  A. 
Staniland  tlie  younger  (the  infant),  of  the  one  part,  and 
W.  Staniland  and  Preston  Seaton  of  the  other  part;  and 
thereby  the  said  G.  A.  Staniland  the  younger,  by  virtue 
of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  (1  AVill.  4,  c.  65),  and  with 
the  approbation  of  the  master,  demised  to  W.  Staniland 
and   P.    Seaton,   their    executors,    administrators,    and 
assigns,  the  said  moiety  of  him  the  infant  in  all  the  free- 
hold, copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates  at  Brotherton,  and 
of  and  in  all  and  singular  the  engine-house  and  all  other 
buildings  then  standing  on  the  premises,  and  of  and  in  all 
and  singular  the  steam-engine,  boilers,  pumps,  machinery, 
and  utensils  then  fixed  and  placed  in  and  about  the  said 
engine-house  and  premises,  and  all  '^  roads  upon  which  rails 
were  then  laid  and  used  as  tramroads,"  and  all  other  roads* 
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bridges,  &c.,  with  liberty  to  bare  and  win  8tone>  &c.,  for 
the  term  of  fifteen  years  and  six  months  from  the  10th  of 
January  then  last,  the  said  W.  Staniland  and  P.  Seaton 
paying  an  annual  sum  of  200/.  by  way  of  surface  rent, 
and  a  royalty  of  1*.  for  every  superficial  square  yard 
of  land  which  should  be  cut  or  bared  for  stone.  The 
lessees,  among  other  covenants,  covenanted  to  keep  the 
lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises  thereby  demised,  and 
the  said  messuages,  building,  and  engine-house,  wharves, 
ditches,  &c.,  railroads,  tramroads,  &c.,  and  all  and  singular 
the  engines,  machinery,  erections,  and  premises  then 
standing  and  being,  or  which  at  any  time  thereafter 
should  or  might  be  erected  or  built  upon  the  said  premises, 
or  from  time  to  time  substituted  in  the  place  thereof,  in 
good  and  substantial  order  and  repair,  and  at  the  ex- 
piration or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  term  peace- 
ably to  yield  up  the  same. 

William  Staniland  died  in  April,  1852,  having  apjwintcd 
the  last  three  of  the  present  plaintiffs  his  executors.     The 
partnership  firm  of  William  Staniland  &  Co.  turned  out 
to  be  a  losing  concern,  and  in   1860  the  business  was 
wound  up.     The  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton,  on  behalf  of 
the  executors,  sold  the  iron  rails  comprised  in  the  lease, 
with  scrap  iron,  for  401/.  5s.  9rf.,  of  which  the  rails  pro- 
duced 378/.  12*.,  which  sum,  with  the  produce  of  the  sale 
of  horses  and  sundry  effects  of  the  value  of  221/.  17*., 
and  of  the  sale  of  the  engine,  reduced  the  mortgage  debt 
by   nearly  900/.     G.  A.   Staniland,  the  infant,  died  in 
1846,  and  upon  his  death  his  moiety  in  the  estates,  sub- 
ject to  the  lease,  passed  to  the  defendants  his  four  sisters 
as  tenants  in  tail.     On  the  oth  of  July,  1861,  the  infants 
filed  a  bill  against  Preston  Seaton,  Matilda  Staniland, 
widow,  and  others,  and  alleging  inter  alia  that  Preston 
Seaton  had  not  paid  the  rents  since  the  death  of  the 
infants,  but  had  allowed  the  plant  to  be  sold,  and  praying 
for  an  account  of  rents  of  the  moiety  which  they  had 
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received,  or,  but  for  their  wilful  default^  might  have 

received,  and  for  a  receiver,  and  that  Preston  Seaton 

and  other  defendants  might  make  good  the  loss.     The 

lease    expired    on    the   10th   of   July,   1861,   and   the 

defendant  Matilda  Staniland  and  her  sisters  M.  J.  and 

S.  H.  Staniland  and  Mrs.  Peel  and  her  husband  shortly 

afterwards  brought  several  actions  on  the  covenants  in 

the  lease  against  the  executors  of  W.   Staniland,  wlio 

thereupon  filed  this  bill,  asking  for  a  decree  to  rectify 

the  lease   by  excluding  the   fixtures   and  varying   the 

covenants  as  to  delivering  up  possession  of  the  growing 

crops. 

This  bill  prayed  that  the  lease  of  the  1st  of  December, 
1846,  might  be  rectified,  by  excluding  from  the  grant  and 
demise  thereby  made  the  steam-engine,  boilers,  pumps,  and 
machinery,  the  rails  or  tramways,  and  the  trade  plant,  im- 
plements, and  effects  belonging  to  the  firm  of  Staniland  & 
Co.,  which  at  the  date  of  the  lease  were  on  the  premises ; 
also  as  to  the  delivery  up  of  possession  of  the  property 
other  than  the  lime-quarries,  &c.,  in  the  occupation  of  the 
firm,  by  providing  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  same,  subject 
to  the  usual  custom  of  the  country;  and  for  other  conse- 
quential relief. 


1868. 
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Statement, 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  G,  L.  Russell  for  the  plaintiffs. —  Argument, 
There  are  two  points  in  which  the  lease  was  inaccurate : 
first,  inasmuch  as  it  included  the  engine  and  machinery 
purchased  after  the  partnership,  as  a  part  of  the  infant's 
property ;  and  secondly,  as  to  the  covenant  for  delivery 
up  of  possession  of  tilings  which  were  the  property  of  the 
lessees,  either  in  their  own  right  or  by  the  custom  of  the 
country.  It  was  quite  clear  there  had  been  a  mistake 
made  by  the  Master,  and  which  this  Court  would  correct. 
[The  ViCE-CnANCELLOR. — The  question  would  seem 
to  be  whether  there  had  been  any  proposal  to  demise  the 
plant.]     The  only  proposal  was  to  demise  the  infant's 
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1862.  interest,  which  did  not  comprise  the  plant  and  machin< 
8£ATON  The  burden  was  on  the  other  side  to  show  why  this  C< 
8TANILAVD.  sto^W  not  corrcct  a  palpable  error  committed  by  its  < 
officer,  whereby  the  plaintiffs  were  damnified. 

Argument, 

Mr.  Leigh  Pembertojiy  on  behalf  of  the  two  defendi 
Hawdon,  supported  the  plaintiffs'  case. 

Mr.  Malins,  Mr.  Craig,  and  Mr.  C  Hall^  for  the 
fendant^. — This  was  the  first  time  that  the  Court 
asked   to   presume  a  mistake  against  an  infant  at 
instance  of  those  who  were  sui  juris  and  acted  under  1 
advice.     The  learned  counsel  on  the  other  side  had 
referred  to  any  case  in  which  the  Court  had  thus  actc 
no  doubt  because  no  such  case  was  to  be  found  in 
books.     [The  Vice- Chancellor. — It  is  not  a  ques 
of  contract,  as  rectifying  a  settlement:    this  is  a 
where  the  Court  has  approved  of  the  instrument.] 
effect  of  the  petition  is  that  a  lease  granted  under 
Act  must   be   treated,  analogously  to   property  set 
under  the  17th  section  of  the  1  Wm.  4,  c.  65,  s.  17,  exa 
as  a  lease  granted  by  a  person  sui  juris,.     But,  < 
supposing  the  lease  was  granted  by  a  person  suijuris^ 
Court  would  not,  on  a  mere  parol  statement,  vary 
terms :  The  Marquis  of  Towvshend  v.  Stangrove{a). 
liere  there  was  no  evidence  of  error  in  the  lease ;  but 
error,  if  error  there  were,  must  be  assumed  to  be  in 
agreement,  inasmuch  as  there  was  nothing  to  show 
the  lease  was  not  in  conformity  with  the  agreement, 
plaintiffs  were  bound  to  show  that  there  had  been  a  < 
nion  mistake  on  both  sides,  which  was  not  even  suggc 
in  the  bill. 

Juihjmcnt.       The    ViCK-CHANCELLOU: — 

In  this  suit  the  plaintiffs  have  sought  to  be  relii 

against  the  legal  effect  of  the  covenants  and  obligal 

* 

(a)  0  Ves.  328,  335. 
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of  a  lca:?e  which  was  granted  by  an  infant  under  the         i«02. 
statutory  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.     The  bill  prays  that       seaton 
the  lease  may  be  rectified  so  as  to  exclude  from  the  grant 
and  demise  a  steam-engine  and  rails  and  other  machinery^ 
which,  as  the  plaintiffs  allege,  were  not  the  property  of 
the  infant  lessor.     It  is  also  asked  that  the  covenant  as 
to  the  delivery  up  of  [wssession  may  he  altered  in  other 
particulars,  and  especially  as  to  growing  crops.     It  is 
needless  to  enter  into  a  consideration  of  the  difficulty  of 
establishing  in  any  case  a  right  of  relief  against  covenants 
beneficial  to  an  infant  lessor  deliberately  entered  into  by 
the  lessee  under  the  sanction  of  this  Court,  and  exacted 
by  the  Court  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant.     All  the  pro- 
ceedings before  the  Court,  and  in  the  Master's  office, which 
led  to  the  preparation  and  execution  of  the  lease  in  ques- 
tion, seem  to  have  been  careful  and  regular.     The  steam- 
engine  and  rails,  wliich  are  said  to  have  been  improperly 
included  in  the  demise,  were  used  in  working  the  lime 
quarry,  which  was  the  principal  subject  of  the  lease.     It 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  engine  and  rails,  if 
^bey  were  not  such  fixtures  as  belonged  to  the  infant 
lewor,  were  the  property  of  the  lessees,  and  so  entirely 
under  their  dominion  that  they  were  entitled  to  covenant 
to  deliver  them  up  to  the  lessor  at  the  end  of  the  term. 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever  to  prove  that  there  was 
My  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  lessees  as  to  including 
these  articles  in  the  demise  and  the  covenants.  If  thev 
^ere  the  property  of  the  infant  it  is  clear  that  they  were 
properly  included.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  were  the 
proj)erty  of  the  leesses,  being  essential  to  the  convenient 
Working  of  the  quarry,  there  was  nothing  unreasonable 
m  their  agreeing  to  include  them  in  the  demise,  and 
agreeing  to  covenant  to  deliver  them  up  to  the  lessor, 
with  the  quarry  itself,  at  the  end  of  the  term. 

It  is  truly  alleged  in  the  o7th  paragraph  of  the  bill, 
tliat  the  lease  was  ordered  to  be  granted  according  to  the 
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1S62.  Master's  report  and  the  conditional  agreement  of  the 
Sbaton  plaintiff  Preston  Seaton  and  his  co-lessee.  The  bill 
states  that  this  conditional  agreement  was  dated  the  7th 
of  July,  1846.  By  that  agreement  the  plaintiffs  were 
certainly  bound.  To  entitle  themselves  to  any  part  of 
the  relief  prayed  by  their  bill  they  must  prove  that  agree- 
ment. But  it  is  not  produced,  nor  is  there  any  evidence 
of  its  contents  to  show  that  the  lease  as  approved  by  the 
Master,  and  as  executed,  is  not  in  every  respect — as  to  the 
property  comprised  in  it,  as  to  the  term  of  years  created 
by  it,  and  as  to  the  covenants — in  every  particular  en- 
tirely conformable  to  the  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
lessees. 

The  attempt  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that,  as 
to  the  growing  crops  and  the  custom  of  the  country,  there 
is  a  mistake  in  the  lease,  must  fail  for  the  same  reason. 
There  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  such  violation  of 
the  custom  of  the  country  in  any  of  the  covenants  as 
would  justify  the  Court  in  relieving  the  plaintiffs  from  the 
obligation  of  the  covenants  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant 
lessor,  into  which  they  deliberately  entered  under  the 
order  of  the  Court,  and  according  to  an  agreement  the 
terms  of  which  they  have  not  proved  to  be  in  any  one 
particular  inconsistent  with  the  covenants  of  the  lease. 

It  is  not  an  unimportant  circumstance  that  the  plaintiff 
Preston  Seaton  Was  one  of  the  guardians  of  the  infant  of 
whose  proi)erty  he  obtained  this  lease,  nor  is  it  unimpor- 
tant to  observe  that  it  is  not  until  the  plaintiffs  have  had 
the  full  benefit  of  the  lease,  and  after  it  has  expired,  that 
they  come  forward  and  ask  to  have  it  rectified,  so  as  to 
take  away  benefits  to  the  infant  lessor  which  by  the  lease 
it  was  deliberately  covenanted  that  he  should  have«  As 
the  case  of  the  plaintiffs  has  entirely  failed  the  bill  must 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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18G-2. 
Nov,  ijj  12, 

LACON  V.  LIFFEN.  i7,  §•  lo. 

IHIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiffs^  bankers,  of  Great  where  the 
Tarmouth,  agsunst  Thomas  Brown  Liffen,  the  mortgagor,  roortgagces  of 
Hid  WiUiam  Bell  and  John  Rous,  the  assignees  in  bank-  ^^^"^^  l^l« 
niptcy,  of  Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock,  fish  merchants,  of  sited  the  mort- 

,  gage  deeds 

tne  same  place.  with  their 

The  bill  stated  that  on  the  20th  of  December,  1858,  ,^el°uX<bra 
there  was  a  cash  balance  of  564/.   135.  2d.   due  from  ^^^y  ^^^ 

afterwards 

Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock  to  the  plaintiffs  on  a  current  became  bank- 

ucount  at  their  branch  bank  at  Lowestoft,  and,  on  the  thatfthe^sta- 

pbintiffs  requiring   a   security    for  the    same,    Messrs.  ^^^^J^  ^^ 

Peters  &   Peacock,   on   the  20th  of  December,   1858,  being  by 

J       ,  ,  ,      .  ,  indorsementy 

deposited  with  the  plaintiffs,  by  way  of  security  for  that  the  mortgage! 
wm,  and    any    future    demands,   the  three   following  dealt  Tdth  by 

ICQIf^^gg . the  bankrupts, 

and  therefore 

1.  A  security   dated   the   18th  of  December,   1858,  were  not  in 
whereby  a  ship  or  boat  called  The  Five  G^s  was  mort-  disposition, 
giged  by   the   defendant  Liffen   to   Messrs.  Peters  to  i,y^t|!^de?of^ 
•ccure  the  repayment  of  607.  and  interest  on  the  20th  of  aU  iiis  stock- 

.  1  in- trade  to 

August  then  next.  secure  an 

2.  Another  security  of  the  same  date  whereby  another  jebTand" 
boat  called  The  Six  B's  was  mortgaged  by  Liffen  to  the  ^j  f"*"^^ 

°   *^  •^  ^  advances  is 

•me  parties  to  secure  a  like  sum  of  60/.  and  interest  on  an  act  of 

4t  ,   .  bankruptcy. 

we  Nune  date. 

3.  A  mortgage  security  of  the  same  date,  whereby 
*  third  boat  called  The  Rapid  was  mortgaged  by  one 
Samuel  Capps  to  the  same  parties,  to  secure  repayment 
rf35t  and  interest  from  the  same  date.  These  mortgages 
tere  registered  at  the  custom»house  at  Lowestoft  on  the 
*Hhand  2l8t  of  December,  1858. 

The  bill  alleged  that  on  the  22d  of  December,  1858, 
two  cheques  amounting   to   112/.    135.   3rf.   drawn  by 
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1862.  ]\Icssr5.  Peters  were  presented  at  the  Lowestoft  Bank 
Lacow  which  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  honour  except  Messra 
LiFFEN.  Meters  would  give  them,  by  way  "of  further  security,  a 
^^  Y^  bill  of  sale  of  the  furniture,  goods,  and  effects  in  Mes^Wi 
Peters  &  Peacock's  dwellinfj-houses  and  fish  offices  at 
Lowestoft.  To  this  Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock'  assented, 
and  executed  a  bill  of  sale,  whereby,  after  reciting  that 
Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock  were  then  indebted  to  the 
jilaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  o78/.,  and  had  agreed  to  secure 
the  repayment  thereof,  and  also  any  further  moneys  in 
which  thev  might  thereafter  become  indebted  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and  in  conside- 
ration of  the  premises,  all  the  furniture,  goods,  und  eflfecta 
in  Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock's  dwelling-houses  and  fish 
offices  at  Lowestofl,  their  book  and  other  debts,  and  all 
the  personal  estate  whatsoever  of  or  to  which  the  said 
^Icssrs.  Peters  &  Peacock  were  then,  and  at  all  time* 
thereafter,  so  long  as  any  moneys  should  remain  due  and 
payable  to  the  plaintiffs,  should  be  entitled,  were  assigned 
to  the  plaintiffs,  with  powers  of  attorney,  &c. 

On  the  23d  of  December  the  plaintifis  paid  the  two 
cheques,  and  the  balance  due  to  them  from  Messrs. 
Peters  &  Peacock  amounted  on  that  day  to  581/.  18*.  lOd, 
Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock  were  the  registered  owners  at 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy. 

The  bill  alleged  that  Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock  had 
agreed  to  execute  a  legal  transfer  of  the  mortgage 
securities,  but  had  not  done  so.  It  was  alleged  also  in 
the  evidence  that  on  the  23rd  of  December  Mr.  Peters  was 
willing  to  execute  such  transfers,  but  Mr,  Peacock  refused. 

On  the  28th  and  29th  of  December  the  bill  of  sale 
was  put  in  force  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  realised  the  sum  of 
280/.  OS.  6rf.  On  the  29th  and  30th  of  December  they 
jjave  to  the  mortucaf]jor.s  notice  of  their  holdino:  the 
securities. 

Oil  the  30th  of  December  Messrs.  Peters  &  Peacock 
were  adjudged  bankrupts.     The  jdaintiffs   proposed  to 
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5ve  for  a  sum  of  349/.  3^.  Sd.,  the  alleged  balance  of 
BIT  debt,  but  they  were  allowed  to  prove  for  a  sum  of 
3t  13*.  7d.  only.  On  the  margin  of  the  deposition  the 
[lowing  note  was  written  with  the  concurrence,  as  was 
l^ed,  of  Mr.  Thomas  Rouse  Watson,  the  solicitor  of 
e  bankruptcy,  and  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  liouse,  the 
ide  assignee,  and  signed  by  Mr.  Evans,  the  Commis- 
oner: — "  Proof  allowed  for  173/.  13*.  7d.  the  difference 
'  155/.,  and  20/.  10*.  being  given  credit  for  in  respect  of 
iree  niortiraffes  on  three  boats  named  The  Five  G^8,  The 
fir  ffsy  and  The  Rapid,  held  by  Messrs.  Lacon  &  Com- 
any,  and  for  expenses  of  sale.  J.  Evans,  Commissioner, 
9th  May,  1859." 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  they  applied  to  the  Custom- 
Kmse  Commissioners  at  Lowestoft  on  the  8  th  of  July, 
.861,  to  have  their  names  placed  on  the  register  as 
nmsferees  of  the  mortgages  of  the  three  boats,  but  they 
fere  informed  that,  as  the  registered  mortgagees  had 
become  bankrupt,  and  the  transfer  to  the  plaintiffs  had 
Bot  been  executed  prior  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the 
pWntiffs'  equitable  title  could  not  be  recognised,  as  the 
mortgages  could  only  be  dealt  with  by  the  mortgagees. 

The  bill  alleged  that  on  the  7th  of  January  last  the 
plaintiffs  learnt  that  the  defendant  Liffcn  had  advertised 
for  sale  the  boat  called  The  Six  B'Sy  and  also  the  wreck 
ind  materials  of  The  Five  G's,  and  this  bill  was  originally 
filed  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  sale.  The  injunc- 
tion  was  granted,  ex  parte,  in  January. 

On  the  24th  of  April  the  assignees  of  Messrs.  Peters 
it  Peacock  commenced  an  action  against  the  plaintiffs. 
The  declaration  contained  two  counts,  by  the  first  of 
which  die  defendants  claimed  1000/.  damages  for  the 
execution  under  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  22d  December, 
1M8,  and  by  the  second  damages  for  the  detention  of 
^  mortgage  securities. 

The  bill,   as   amended,   prayed   for  an  injunction  to 
Wrain  the  action,  and  for  a  declaration  that  the  execu- 
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tion  by  MeanTo.  Petera  &  Peacock  of  the  bill  of 
the  22(1  December,  1858,  waa  not  an  act  o 
ruptuy;  that  the  plaintifTd  had  n  lien  on  the  I 
respect  of  the  equitable  deposit  of  the  eecuriti 
them;  and  that  the  aaaignees  might  be  directec 
in  proper  transfers  of  the  uecuritiee,  so  that  tt 
might  be  duly  regietered,  &c. 

In  June,  1862,  tlie  plaintiffs  moved  for  and  < 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  action. 

Tlie  cause  now  came  on  for  liearing. 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  IF.  II.  Bentiftt  for  tlie  pla: 
The  plaintiffs  became  transferees  by  deposit 
mortgages  of  certain  fishing  boats.  They  held  th 
and  their  title  was  therefore  complete  in  this  Coi 
was  said,  Iiowever,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  subjecl 
of  the  mortgages  was  ships,  no  court  of  law  oi 
could  recognise  any  interest  in  ships  that  did  not 
on  the  register  in  pursuance  of  (lie  Merchant  S 
Act,  1854,  section  37 ;  and  the  case  of  7^e  Z 
Borough  Bank  v.  Turner  (a)  would  be  cited  in  8U 
that  view ;  but  that  case  was  decided  before  the 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Amendment  Act,  %t 
Vic.  c.  G3,  whicli  provided,  in  section  3  (J),  th^ 


(a)  1  Job.  U  Hem.  1^1). 

{b)  TlieSanecCiuniiaHfullowii: 
— "Il  is  hpreliy  d«lared  Hint  the 
fiijiroMioii  "It^neficinl 
wherfrer  used  in  the  second  pnri 
of  the  iirincipitl  Act  {1S54)  in- 
<'IuJf8  int«rvats  urieiujj  under  con- 
t  riu't,  and  oilier  tH|uilabre  iii(rn>«t«) 
And  the  intention  of  the  said  Act 
\»  thai,  without  prejudice  l«  the 
{irvTiaioDB  conininnl  in  the 
Art  fur  (>rev»'iilinp' 
flrom  beinir<ntpml  in  tin 
bouk  or  receited  bv  ilie 


receipts  conferred  by  th< 
on  registered  owner*  a 
gageen,  and  without  2 
the  provinoni  t 
foid  Act  rf 
of  untjiu 
owneni' 
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wagjit  be  enforced  gainst  the  oirners  aud  mortgagees  of 
iliip9(a). 

It  followed,  then,  that  the  [ilniiitifTd'  interest  was  one 
ihieh  this  Court  was  bound  to  recngiiiae;  hut  it  woulil 
be  nest  contended  that  the  property  was  wltlnn  tlie  order 
uul  (lUposition  of  the  bankrupts.  Now,  what  were  the 
bets!'  The  deeds  were  deposited  with  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  bankrupts  with  an  undertaking  to  execute  a  funiial 
tramfcr,  which  they  or  one  of  them  subsequently  refut^ed 
to  execute,  but  the  hiiukrupts  could  not  have  executed 
uy  transfer  to  any  other  than  the  plaintiffs,  because  the 
Inpemtive  form  of  transler  referred  to  by  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  l8o4,  fomi  Iv.,  was  by  indorsement  (ij. 
This  brought  the  case  within  the  late  decision  of  Morris 
y.  Caanan  (not  reported). 

In  this  case  the  bankrupts  hod  promised  to  execute  a 
ieg?l  transfer,  and  on  the  faith  of  that  promise  had  ob- 
tained an  advance.  It  was  submitted  that  under  such 
onunietances  the  security  was  valid.  In  Pi/e  v.  Dau- 
i«i(c),  where  the  facts  were  nearly  the  same,  the  as- 
ngneea  were  ordered  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt,  or  to 
conrey  the  estate  to  the  mortgagee.  {Joiten  \,Gibhom{d) 
Vualso  cited.]    In  Ex  parte  La7ufttim{e)  It  was  held  that 

(()  On  ttie  <ineMi[)ii  of  equitable     enter  in   tlie   register-buok   ilie 
'Mcn^geiiof  ahiptftee  Be  Mattos     name  of  the  (raiiateree  )is  owner 
t.  Q,J„a»,  1  J.  t  H.  79  i  BttTi^ 
|<w  .)-  Avttraliun  lioyal  Mail 
>g  Limited  v.  Styal  Hail 
€m»aamtiMLlt  i.  me. 


of  tlie  shii)  or  sbi 

e  cocpri^^'l 

in  such  bill  of  Mie,  >nd  ihoU  in- 

dorse on  the  bili  of  ida  the  fnct 

of  toch  entrj-  h«^**een  innde. 

with  ihc  date ,'" 

Ibereuf, 

and  all  hill*  a 

^J  i.liil> 

«r  »tiarw  in 

ratciwl 

tad>.r«^. 

lordw 

g.lll«rpt. 

luri- 
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an  equitable  mortgage  by  deposit  of  deeds  cove 
sequent  advances,  upon  evidence  tliat  they  were 
that  security.     With  regard  to  the  bill  of  sale 
contended  that  it  was  given  to  secure  a  present 
as  well  as  an  antecedent  debt,  and  was  not  tlier 
valid.    In  Hutton  v.  CruticeU{a)  it  was  held  that, 
to  make  the  bill  of  sale  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
have  been  executed  to  defeat  the  creditors,  wl 
not  in  this  case  pretended:    Bittlestone  v.  Cookt 
Wliitmore  v.  Claridge{c). 
\^De  Halin  v.  IIartle7/{d)  was  also  cited.] 
On  these  grounds  it  was  submitted  that  the  j 
title  could  not  be  impeached,  either  to  the  pro 
the  bill  of  sale  or  to  the  ships  comprised  in  the 
of  mortgage. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  G.  L,  Rmsell  for  the  assi; 
The  real  question  was  whether  the  beneficial  in 
these  ships  must  not  be  taken  to  have  been  in  t 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt.  Under  the  ol 
was  clear  that  the  Court  could  only  look  at  the 
to  find  the  owner.  In  Follett  v.  Delanyie),  wl 
bill  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  fraudulentl; 
himself  to  be  registered  as  the  owner,  it  was 
demurrer  that  the  Court  could  not  interfere.  Tl 
chant  Shipping  Amendment  Act  merely  said  th 
table  interests  were  to  be  regarded  by  the  Coui 
did  not  say  that,  ui)on  bankruptcy,  the  beneficial 
was  not  ostensibly  in  the  assignees  of  tlie  bi 
There  was  no  analogy  between  this  case  and 
Morris  v.  Cannan.  In  that  case  the  ground  of  1 
sion  was  that  any  one  by  inquiring  at  the  offic 
have  ascertained  that  the  shares  had  been  sold;  I 


(a)  1  Kll.  &  B.  15. 

ih)  (i  Ihid.  290. 

(c)  31  L.  J.N.  S.  141. 


(d)  1  T.  Rep.  34.3. 
(c)  2  De  G.  &  Sra.  2t 
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the  inspection  of  the  register  would  have  led  to  ihe 
opposite  conclusion.  It  was  clear  that  this  property  was 
in  the  order  and  di8j)osition  of  the  bankrupt,  and  passed 
to  the  assignees. 

But,  further,  by  the  3rd  section  of  the  Act  of  1862 
the  power  given  to  registered  mortgagees  by  the  43rd  and 
66th  sections  of  the  Act  of  1854  was  reserved  ;  and,  if 
80,  the  bankrupts,  although  they  had  deposited  their  title 
deeds,  had  a  power  of  disposition  over  the  subject  matter 
of  the  mortgage ;  which  was,  therefore,  within  their  order 
and  disposition. 

On  the  second  question,  viz.,  as  to  the  bill  of  sale,  it 
was  proved  by  the  evidence  that  it  was  given  to  secure  an 
antecedent  debt  as  well  as  a  present  advance,  and  was 
therefore  void.  [^Graham  v.  Chapman  (/),  Ex  parte 
Sparrow  (A),  Smith  v.  Cannan  (/),  Oriental  Bank  v.  Cole- 
»fl«(m),  were  also  cited.] 

Mr.  Malins  was  heard  in  reply. 

The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

The  first  question  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  lien  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the 
deposit  of  the  two  instruments  of  mortgage  on  certain 
Alps.  It  appears  that  the  bankrupts  were  the  regis- 
tered mortgagees  of  the  ships  in  question,  and  that 
the  deposit  of  the  instruments  of  mortgage  was  made  to 
secure  the  plaintiffs'  debt  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
lor  the  assignees  it  was  argued  that,  according  to  the 
Uerdiant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,  as  construed  by  this 
Court  in  the  case  of    The  Liverjwol  Borough  Bank  v. 

^^oTifr,  no  equitable  lien  by  deposit  of  the  instrument  of 
mortgage  can  be  recognised  as  valid,  and  that  registration 

• 

w  necessary  to  give  any  valid  title. 


W  12  C.  B.  85. 
(i)2DeG.  M.&G.  907. 
VOL.  IV. 


(/)  2  Ell.  k  B.  35. 
{m)  3Giff.  11. 


ISOS. 

Lacox 
t?. 

LiPPRN. 


Argument, 


Judgment, 


O 
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In  the  present  case  no  assignment  of  the  mortgage  w< 
executed  by  the  bankrupts  to  the  plaintiffs  or  appean 
on  tlie  register.  It  was  therefore  insisted  that  the  banl 
rupts,  as  the  registered  mortgagees,  had  the  mortgages : 
their  order  and  disposition  at  the  time  of  the  act  • 
bankruptcy. 

The  plaintiffs,  however,  referred  to  the  Merchant  Shi] 
ping  Act  of  last  session  (1862)  as  expressly  declarii 
that  interests  under  contracts  and  other  equitable  interes 
must  be  recognised  as  included  in  the  words  **  benefici 
interest*'  in  the  Act  of  1854.  To  this  the  assignees  rt 
plied,  that  Xh^  qualifying  words  in  the  3rd  section  of  tl 
Act  of  1862  reserved  the  power  of  disposition  to  regi 
tered  mortgagees  given  by  the  43rd  and  66th  sections 
the  Act  of  1 854 ;  and  therefore  that  the  bankrupts,  i 
registered  mortgagees,  although  they  had  deposited  tl 
instruments  of  mortgage,  still  had  a  power  of  dispositio 
and  might  have  executed  a  valid  assignment  of  the  mor 
gages,  notwithstanding  the  deposit. 

But,  on  referring  to  the  provisions  of  tlie  Act  of  18i 
as  to  the  disposition  or  transfer  of  mortgages,  it  appea 
that  the  statutory  form  of  assignment  can  only  be  ex 
cuted  by  indorsement  on  the  instrument  of  mortgag 
The  words  of  the  form  of  transfer  in  schedule  K,  referr 
to  in  the  73rd  section  of  the  Act  of  1854,  seem  to  be  co 
elusive  on  this  subject  as  they  include  the  words  "< 
within-'written  security J*^  So  that,  without  the  producti< 
of  the  original  instrument  of  mortgage,  no  valid  assig 
ment  or  disposition  could  be  made.  The  deposit  of  i 
original  mortgage  with  the  plaintiffs  seems,  therefore, 
have  taken  from  the  bankrupt^3  the  power  of  making  ai 
effectual  disposition  or  transfer  of  the  mortgage,  and  thi 
that  deposit  constitutes  the  plaintiffs  equitable  mortgagee 
who  have  a  valid  security  in  the  ships. 

So  far,  therefore,  as  the  bill  prays  for  a  declaration  thi 
the  plaintiffs  have  a  lien  on  the  proceeds  of  the  ship 
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they  are  entitled  to  a  decree  to  that  effect,  together  with 
the  costs  of  the  suit  as  to  that  part  of  the  case. 

But  as  to  the  second  question,  which  involves  the  con- 
Bideration  of  the  validity  of  the  bill  of  sale,  the  plaintiffs 
have  failed.  In  the  case  of  Bittlestone  v.  Coohe[a\  it  was 
held  that  where  a  bill  of  sale  of  all  a  tradcr^s  goods  is  in 
part  for  a  byegone  debt,  it  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ;  and 
the  Court  referred  to  the  cases  of  Graham  v.  Chap- 
man{h)  and  Smith  v.  Cannan{c)  as  authorities  on  this 
point.  It  must,  I  think,  be  considered  that  the  law  is  so 
lettled.  The  case  of  Huttmi  v.  Crutu^ell^d)  was  decided 
on  the  ground  that  the  bill  of  sale  was  executed  to  secure 
a  present  advance  of  money  made  on  the  faith  of  that 
security;  and  not  as  to  any  part  of  it  for  an  old  debt, 
because  the  gross  amount  secured  by  the  deed  was  ad- 
▼wced  at  the  time  by  the  creditor  to  whom  the  bill  of 
«le  was  executed.  In  the  present  case  the  bill  of  sale  is 
expressly  given  as  a  security  for  the  whole  debt,  and  also 
f)r  future  advances.  It  seems,  therefore,  to  be  within 
the  decided  cases.  It  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy  in  itself, 
And  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs  so  far  as  relates 
to  the  bill  of  sale. 

Au  attempt  was  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
>npport  the  bill  of  sale  on  the  ground  that  the  assignees 
were  bound  to  admit  it  by  reason  of  a  memorandum 
>^;ned  by  the  commissioner  in  the  margin  of  the  affidavit 
of  proof  of  the  plaintiff^s  debt.  But  no  such  point  is 
nuied  by  allegations  in  the  bill,  or  by  the  prayer ;  and  if 
it  had  been  raised,  neither  the  terms  of  the  memorandum 
wr  the  evidence  seem  to  establish  with  sufficient  clear- 
J^Ms  that  there  was  any  agreement  which  bound  the  assig- 
nees to  admit  the  validity  of  the  bill  of  sale.  Therefore, 
upon  the  whole,  as  to  the  equitable  lien  claimed  by  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  proceeds  of  the  ships,  there  must  be  a 


1S62. 


(•)eEIL3cfi.S07. 
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(o)  2  £11.  k  B.  35. 
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decree  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  with  costs ;  and  the  b 
so  far  as  it  seeks^relief  in  respect  of  the  bill  of  sale,  mi 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  impea< 
ing  at  law  the  bill  of  sale  was  then  dissolved,  and  the  I 
dismissed  against  the  defendant  Liffen  without  costs. 


Nov.  8. 

A  suitor  wrote 
to  the  mother 
of  the  young 
lady  as  fol- 
lows : — "  If 
your  daughter 
has  or  may 
have  money, 
my  wish  and 
intention 
would  bo  that 
it  should  be 
nettled  for  her 
sole  and  sepa- 
rate use." 
Consent  to  the 
marriage 
having  been 
given,  in  the 
faith  that  the 
intention  thus 
expressed 
would  be 
fulfilled,  and 
the  marriage 
having  taken 
cfi*ect  without 
n  settlement, 
the  Court 
ordered  the 
wife's  pro- 
perty to  be 
settled  in  the 
usual  way, 
and  the  costs 
of  the  suit  and 


ALT  V.  ALT. 


0 


N  the  21st  of  February,  1862,  the  defendant  address 
a  letter  to  the  mother  of  the  plaintiflf,  then  seventc 
years  of  age,  which  contained  the  following  passage : 
(e*  ♦  ♦  J  y^^^  gQ  charmed,  so  led  away,  that  I  t 
obliged  to  confess  this,  and  my  confidant  exerted  I 
influence  so  effectually  that  I  received  another  invitat; 
from  Mrs.  Crockford,  which  I  attended  last  night,  s 
that  has  led  to  my  writing  this  letter,  and  I  know  tl 
until  I  receive  an  answer  I  shall  be  unfit  for  anything 

"  I  therefore,  through  yourself,  offer  my  hand  s 
heart  to  your  daughter,  promising  that  should  there 
any  compact  between  us,  an  understanding,  an  engaj 
ment,  or  that  most  solemn  of  ties,  an  eventual  marria 
that  it  will  at  all  times  be  my  endeavour  to  do  all  I  < 
for  her  happiness." 

After  a  statement  of  his  connections  and  prospects 
writer  proceeded  thus : — 

"  I  can  safely  say  that  I  have  enough  to  maintaii 
wife  upon. 

"  If  your  daughter  has  or  may  have  money  my  w 

of  the  settlement  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund. 


r. 
Alt. 

Statement, 
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md  intention  would  be  that  it  should  be  settled  for  her         18G2. 
sole  and  entire  use."  alt 

A  bill  was  filed  by  the  wife,  by  her  uext  friend,  pray- 
for  a  settlement ;  the  3rd,  4th,  and  5th  paragraphs  of  the 
bill  were  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff's  mother  agreed  to  the  proposals  contained 
in  the  said  letter,  and,  on  the  faith  and  in  the  belief  that 
a  good  and  valid  settlement  would  be  made  of  all  the 
property  to  which  the  plaintiff*  was  or  might  become 
entitled  as  offered  by  the  defendant  in  his  said  letter,  she 
consented  to  a  marriage  between  the  plaintiff*  and  defen- 
dant, but  desired  that  such  marriage  should  be  postponed 
until  the  plidntiff*  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  years. 

The  defendant  accordingly  proposed  to  and  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  15th  day  of  August, 
1862,  although  the  plaintiff"  had  not  then  attained  the 
age  of  eighteen  years,  the.  plaintiff"  and  defendant  were 
mamed  at  St.  Pancras  Church,  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Pancras,  In  the  county  of  Middlesex,  by  licence,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Hannali  Harbord, 
and  without  any  settlement  of  the  plaintiff's  property, 
or  any  other  settlement  being  made  on  such  marriage. 

Applications  have  been  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
by  the  said  Mary  Ann  Hannah  Harbord  to  the  defendant 
to  make  and  execute  a  valid  settlement  of  all  the  property 
to  which  the  plaintiff*  is  or  may  become  entitled  pursuant 
to  the  terms  of  his  aforesaid  letter,  but  the  defendant 
refuses  or  neglects  so  to  do,  and  he  alleges  that  the  afore- 
**>d  letter  is  not  a  bindiuj^  a<;rccmcnt  on  him  to  make 
*uch  settlement,  and  that,  even  if  it  be  binding  on  him, 
>t  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  in  its  terms  to  enable  him 
to  make  a  settlement  wliich,  if  executed  after  marriage, 
^onld  be  binding  and  effectual. 

The  plaintiff"  submits  that  the  defendant  is  bound  by 
the  aforesaid  letter  and  the  acceptance  by  the  i)laintiff''8 
'^ther,  the  said  Mary  Ann  Hannah  Harbord,  of  the 
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Alt 

V. 

Alt. 
Statement, 


offers  thereby  made,  and  that  a  proper  settlement  < 
now  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  this  Honoi 
Court  of  all  tlie  present  and  future  property  o 
plaintiff  in  such  manner  and  upon  such  trusts  as  i 
arc  usual  in  settlements  of  the  wife's  property. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
sum  of  5000/. 9  part  of  a  sum  of  8499/.  58.  Ad^ 
Annuities,  and  the  residue  of  the  sum  of  8499/.  6 
subject  to  her  mother's  life,  and  to  certain  real  pre 
in  Norfolk. 

The  bill  prayed  as  follows : — 

That  it  may  be  declared  that  the  aforesaid  let 
the  defendant  dated  the  21st  day  of  February, 
and  the  acceptance  by  the  plaintifTs  mother  the 
Mary  Ann  Hannah  Harbord  of  the  offers  made  tl 
by  the  defendant,  constitute  a  binding  agreement  c 
defendant  to  make  a  proper  settlement  of  all  the  pro 
to  which  the  plaintiff  is  or  may  become  entitled : 
that  the  defendant  may  be  decreed  to  make  such  8 
ment  accordingly :  And  that  a  proper  deed  or  dee 
that  purpose  may  be  settled  and  approved  bj 
Honourable  Court:.  And  that  the  defendant  ms 
decreed  to  execute  the  same. 

Or  else  that  it  may  be  declared  that  the  plain 
entitled  in  equity  to  have  a  proper  settlement  made 
her  and  her  children  of  all  the  plaintiff's  presec 
future  property :  And  that  the  defendant  may  be  d< 
to  make  and  execute  such  settlement  thereof  a 
Honourable  Court  shall  direct. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Dickinsouy  for  the  bill,  submitted  that  the  ma 
took  place  on  the  faith  of  the  promise  expressed  : 
letter  of  the  21st  Februarj*,  and  that  in  the  eye  c 
Court  such  letter  constituted  an  agreement,  bind 
the  husband. 


Mr.  Shehbeare,  for  the  husband,  contended  that 
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was  nothing  in  the  letter  to  bind  the  husband ;  at  the         1862. 
Bame  time  he  was  quite  willing  to  submit  to  any  order 
the  Court  might  make. 


The  ViCE-ChANCELLOR  :—  Judgment. 

It  is  clear  that  the  marriage  took  place  on  the  faith  of 
the  promise  expressed  in  this  letter  to  settle  the  whole  of 
the  young  lady's  property,  present  and  future,  for  her 
separate  use.  The  defendant  is,  therefore,  as  much  bound 
in  the  eye  of  this  Court  as  if  he  had  executed  a  settlement 
containing  such  stipidations.  There  must  be  the  usual 
reference  to  approve  of  a  settlement  having  regard  to  the 
letter.  The  costs  of  the  settlement  and  of  the  suit  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund. 


&  SHUTTLEWORTH'S  ESTATE  ACT; 
BLACKBURN  RAILWAY  AMALGAMA- 
TION  ACT;  LANCASHIRE  AND  YORK- 
SHIRE  RAILWAY,  AND  THE  LANDS 
CLAUSES    CONSOLIDATION    ACT.  Nov.m. 

D 

*^Y  an  Act  of  Parliament  in  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  25,  where  land 

cerUin  parts  of  the  estates  devised  by  the  will  of  Robert  a  ^^J^y  ^^ 
Shuttleworth,  Esq.,  deceased,   were   vested  in   certain  company 

*  ,  ^  ^  under  the 

trustees  for  sale,  and  for  authorising  grants  in  fee  and  compulsory 

k«*iT       1  i     .1  powers  of  their 

DUilding  leases,  and  other  purposes.  own  Acta,  with 

The  4th  section  of  the  Act  enacted  that  all  sums  of  "^^^  Jlj^^^ 
money   arisinc:    from    sale   should,   until    reinvestment.  Consolidation 

^  Act  was  incor- 

^"ff^l^—HBldy  that  under  the  80th  section  of  the  latter  Act  the  company  were  hound  to 
P*y  tho  costs  of  the  petition  for  interim  inrestment. 
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Rc  Shuttlb- 

WORTU'S 

Estate  Act, 

Blackburec 

Railway, 

kc.f  Act, 

Lancashire 

AND  York- 

8HIRB,  AND 

Lands 
Clauses 
Consolida- 
tion Act. 


Statement, 


"  from  time  to  time  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
chequer  Bills ;"  it  was  further  provided  that  it  shoul 
lawful  for  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  make  such  c 
or  orders  that,  whenever  the  Exchequer  Bills  shoul 
in  the  course  of  payment  by  Government  and  new 
chequer  Bills  issued,  such  new  bills  might  be  receive 
exchanged,  &c.,  all  which  Exchequer  Bills,  whc 
purchased  or  exchanged,  should  be  dei)osited  in  the  I 
of  England  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-Genera 
be  placed  to  his  account  there  "JEx  parte  the  pure! 
or  purchasers  of  the  estates  of  Robert  Shuttlew< 
deceased,"  until  a  proper  purchase  should  be  found ; 
until  the  same  should,  upon  petition  to  the  court  bj 
person  or  persons  entitled  to  the  possession  or  the  re< 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  to  be  purchasec 
ordered  to  be  sold  by  the  Accountant-General,  for  < 
2)leting  such  purchase  or  purchases,  in  such  mann< 
the  Court  should  think  just  and  direct. 

The  14th  section  empowered  the  trustees  from  tim 
time,  out  of  the  moneys  which  should  come  to  1 
hands,  to  reimburse  themselves  all  costs,  charges,  dam 
and  expenses;  and  the  15  th  section  enacted  that  it  sh 
be  lawful  for  the  Court  of  Chancery  from  time  to 
to  make  such  order  as  to  tlie  Court  should  seem  fit 
taxing  and  settling  all  the  costS;  charges,  and  expc 
which  had  been  or  might  be  incurred  in  preparing 
obtaining  the  Act,  and  in  making  the  several  applica 
to  the  Court  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  in  making 
completing  the  sale  or  respective  sales  of  the  herec 
ments  thereby  made  saleable,  and  the  costs,  charges, 
expenses  of  taking  the  moneys  out  of  the  Bank 
investing  the  same  in  new  purchases  as  aforesaid 
otherwise  in  carrying  the  trusts  and  purposes  of  the 
into  complete  execution,  and  also  for  the  payment  oi 
such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  as  aforesaid,  out  of 
of  the  moneys  arising  under  that  Act,  or  by  sale  of  C 
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fiols  therein  mentioned^  or  out  of  the  money  arising  by 
sale  of  the  Exchequer  Bills,  so  to  be  purchased  as  afore- 
said, and  that  it  shouhl  be  lawful  for  the  said  Court  of 
Chancery  from  time  to  time  to  make  such  further  order 
or  orders  touching  the  said  moneys  or  in  relation  to  the 
premises  as  the  same  Court  should  think  fit. 

The  Blackburn  Railway  Company  and  the  Lancashire 
and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company  had  each,  under  the 
powers  contained  in  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  taken  i)art 
of  the  lands  the  subject  of  settlement ;  but  it  was  found 
that  the  lands  could  be  sold  only  under  the  powers  of  the 
Shuttleworth  Estate  Act.  The  purchase-moneys  had 
been  \md  into  the  Bank  to  the  credit  of  the  above-men- 
tioned account. 

This  petition  was  presented  by  the  tenant  for  life,  the 
truatees  of  his  marriage  settlement,  and  the  trustees 
appointed  under  the  private  Act,  praying  that  the  pur- 
chase-moneys might  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  Ex- 
chequer bills  under  the  provisions  of  the  private  Act. 
The  petition  also  prayed  that  the  cost^  of  the  application 
Jnight  be  paid  by  the  company. 
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ij^ce. 


Be  Shuttle- 

worth's 
EsTATK  Act, 
Blackburn 
Kail  WAY, 
ocCa,  Act, 
Lancasuirk 
AND  York- 
shirk,  AND 
Lands 

CLAUSfid 

Consolida- 
tion Act. 

Statement, 


Mr.  Kay  appeared  for  the  petitioners,  and  asked  that 
4e  companies  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
petition  in  pursuance  of  the  80th  section  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act. 


Argument, 


ilr.  Pole,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  contended  that 
^ke  purchase  had  been  effected  under  the  provisions  of 
^c  private  Act,  which  governed  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
ceedings both  as  to  the  sale  and  as  to  the  investment. 
The  case  was  clear,  therefore,  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act ;  and  if  so,  the  costs  of  the  investment  must 
"6  defrayed  in  the  manner  jiointed  out  in  the  private  Act. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  said,  that  the  companies'  right     Judgment. 
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1862. 

lie  Shuttle- 
worth's 
Estate  Act, 
Blackburn 
Railway, 
Scc.f  Act, 
Lancashire 
AND  York- 
shire, AND 
Lands 
Clauses 
Consolida- 
tion Act. 

Judgmtnt, 


to  take  the  land  depended  on  their  own  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, of  which  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  formed  a  part 
It  seemed,  therefore,  that  the  cost  of  the  investment  of 
the  money  paid  into  court  fell  within  the  provisions  of 
the  80th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act;  and  must  be 
paid  by  the  companies. 


Nov.  15, 17. 


Where  a  sub- 
purchsKer,  at 
an  improved 
price,  applied 
by  summons 
to  be  substi- 
tuted in  the 
place  of  his 
vendor  (the 
original  pur- 
chaser), who 
resisted  the 
application, 
the  Court 
refused  to 
make  the 
order,  but,  at 
the  suggestion 
of  the  trustees, 
ordered  a 
resale,  on  the 
terms  that  the 
original  pur- 
chaser pay  the 
improved 
price  into 
court. 


Re  THE  SETTLED   ESTATES  ACTS, 

1854   AND   1856. 

V/N  the  2nd  September,  1862,  Captain  James  A 
Lcgard,  of  West  Cowes,  R.N.,  obtained  a  summons 
against  Charles  William  Hoffmeister,  that  he  might  be 
substituted  as  the  purchaser  of  property  at  West  Cowes, 
in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  in  the  place  of  Charles  William 
Hoffineistcr,  Esq.,  who  was  declared  the  best  bidder  for, 
ajid  the  purchaser,  of  certain  several  lots  of  land  at  a  sale 
which  took  place  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  on  the 
15  th  of  August  last. 

At  the  sale  Mr.  Hoffmeister  was  declared  the  purchaser 
of  various  lots  for  sums  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the 
sum  of  3095/.  On  the  25th  August  Captain  Legard 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  Mr.  Hoffineistcr  for  the 
purchase  of  his  contract  on  payment  of  500/.  in  addition 
to  the  above-mentioned  sum.  The  agreement,  which  was 
in  writing,  was  as  follows  :  — 


"  Captain  Legard  and  my  father  have  agreed  that  the 
estate  West  Cliff  (the  whole  purchased  by  my  father  at 
the  sale)  should  be  assigned  to  Captain  Legard,  in  con^ 
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uderfttion  of  his  payini;  the  sum  of  500/.  on  completion 

of  the  purchase.     We  are  desirous  that  Captain  Legard 

should,  if  possible,  take  his  title  direct  from  the  Court  of  bs^atIs Tcts 

Chancery  without   Mr.   Hoffmeister's  name  appearing;    1864 &  1866. 

but  if  this  cannot  be  carried  out,  then  Captain  Legard     statement. 

ind  Mr.  Hoffmeister  to  bear  the  expense  of  an  assignment 

from  Mr.  Hofimeister  to  Captain  Legard  jointly. 

"  W.  C.  Hoffmeister  (for  C.  W.  Hoffineister). 
*'  George   Prothero  (for  Captain  Legard,  of 
Grove  House). 

"Aug.  25,  1862." 

This  sub-contract  was  entered  into  by  Mr.  Hoffineister 
uid  Captain  Legard  in  ignorance  of  the  rule  regulating 
sales  under  the  order  of  this  Court,  that  a  sale  of  pro- 
perty under  the  Court  does  not  become  absolute  till 
eight  days  aft^r  the  chief  clerk's  certificate  has  been 
file!  [See  Dewell  v.  Tufnell']  (a).  Captain  Legard 
wbsequently,  on  consulting  his  solicitor,  ascertained  that 
the  contract  was  an  infringement  of  this  rule,  and  that  he 
could  not  safely  pay  the  improved  price  to  Mr.  Hoff- 
meister. 

Mr.  Fortune,  who  was  Mr.  Hoffmeister's  town  solicitor, 
deposed  that  Mr.  Williamson,  Captain  Legard's  solicitor, 
«t  an  interview  mentioned  the  above  arrangement  to 
Urn,  and  asked  him  whether  he  would  undertake  to  in- 
denmify  Captain  Legard  against  the  risk  of  having  to 
p»y  the  500/.  over  again  and  into  court.  This  the 
deponent,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Hoffmeister,  declined. 

Mr.  Clark,  the  auctioneer  who  sold  the  property,  de- 
posed, "  that  at  the  sale  the  first  bidding  was  made  by 
Captain  Legard  for  1800/.,  and  that  the  succeeding 
biddings  were  chiefly  by  Mr.  Hoffmeister  and  Captain 
^gwd,  and  that  the  bidding  previously  to  that  at  which 

(a)  1  K.  &  T.  324. 
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1862.         the  lots  were  knocked  down,  namely,  the  sum  of  2700/. 

Re  The       was  made  by  Captain  Legard.     Before  knocking  dowi 

EsTATEsAcTs  ^^^csc  lots,  I  gavc  Captain  Legard  ample  time  to  bit 

1864  &  185G.    further — more  than  the  usual  time — and  repeatedly  urgec 

statement,     him  to  advance  upon  the  bidding,  pointing  out  to  hin 

that  the  property  must  be  worth  more  to  him  than  f 

stranger,  and  assuring  him,  over  and  over  again,  that  the 

property  was  absolutely  sold  at  the  fall  of  my  hammer 

but  he  declined  any  further  contest." 

On  the  29th  September  Mr.  Fortune  wrote  to  Mr 
Williamson,  proposing  a  reference  to  determine  whethe 
!Mr.  Hoffmeister  or  Captain  Legard  should  be  the  pur 
chaser  at  the  sum  of  3595/.,  and  who  should  bear  th< 
costs,  including  those  of  the  vendor.  He  said,  ^'  The 
question  is  to  be  treated  not  as  one  of  law  or  practice, 
as  to  which  there  can  be  no  doubt,  but  solely  as  one 
between  gentlemen  who  wish  to  act  towards  each  other 
fairly  and  honourably.'*  Messrs.  Williamson  replied  on 
the  4th  October  that  they  must  advise  their  client  to 
decline  the  proposition.  That  the  matter  was  to  be 
considered  as  one  not  of  law,  was  entirely  out  of  the 
question.  It  was  the  rule  of  law  in  these  cases,  and 
nothing  else,  that  prevented  Captain  Legard  from  carry- 
ing out  the  agreement  with  Mr.  Hoifineister  in  the  way 
intended  by  both  parties.  That  the  agreement  in  ques- 
tion, according  to  the  authorities,  was  an  agreement 
which  enured  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  and  the  judge 
was  the  fittest  person  to  determine  that  point.  If  the 
vendors  were  content  with  the  price  named,  there  was 
nothing  to  determine. 

To  this  Messrs.  Smith  and  Fortune  replied,  on  the  4tl 
of  October,  "  It  is  admitted  that  the  purchase-monej 
must  be  3595/.,  and  therefore  there  is  no  question  of  lav^ 
on  which  the  Vice-Chancellor,  or  any  one  else,  need  b< 
troubled.  We  have  no  doubt  both  the  vendors  and  tli< 
chief  clerk  will  be  satisfied."     In  reply  Messrs.  Williaia 
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son  wrote  on  the  Stli,  "  We  must  adhere  to  the  course         1862. 
mentioned  in  our  former  letter,  and  take  the  Vice-Chan-       jie  the 
ccUor's  opinion  on  the  whole  case."  EstItVs^acts 

Upon  the  occasion  of  settling  the  draft  certificate  of  i®^*  ^  i®^- 
aJe,  on  the  22nd  August,  in  which  Mr.  IIofFmeister  Statement. 
was  certified  as  purchaser  for  3095/.,  Mr.  Williamson, 
being  present,  expressed  to  Mr.  Fortune  Captain  Legard's 
intention  of  applying  to  open  the  biddings  at  an  advance 
of  300/.  Mr.  Fortune  said  he  was  thereupon  instructed 
by  Mr.  HofFmeister  to  offer,  in  that  event,  an  increase  to 
the  amount  of  3o0/. 

Captain  Legard  was  in  possession  of  one  of  the  houses 
fonning  part  of  the  property  sold,  under  a  tenancy  for 
three  years  commencing  in  the  autumn  of  1860.  He 
deposed  that,  being  under  a  firm  conviction  that  he  was 
also  to  have,  at  the  end  of  the  term,  a  right  of  pre-emption 
fifom  the  trustees,  under  his  agreement,  he  suffered  him- 
self to  be  outbid  at  the  sale,  before  the  biddings  had 
reached  the  price  he  intended  to  give. 

Mr.  Hofiraeister,  by  his  counsel  at  the  bar,  expressed 
his  willingness  to  pay  the  improved  price  into  court  for 
the  benefit  of  the  estate. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr,  Robson  for  the  motion. — The  rule  Argument. 
of  this  Court  is  that  where,  before  the  purchase  made  under 
the  sanction  of  this  Court  is  confirmed,  the  purchaser 
nuikes  a  subsale,  the  purchaser  from  him  stands  in  the 
pl*ce  of  his  immediate  vendor.  In  Hodder  v.  liyffin(a), 
the  purchaser  having  resold  with  a  profit,  the  Court 
ordered  the  substituted  purchaser  to  pay  the  additional 
purchase-money  into  court.  The  substituted  purchaser 
^^  subject  to  the  liabilities,  and  was  therefore  entitled 
^  all  the  rights  which  the  original  purchaser  had  under 
^be  contract.  This  was  so  well  settled  that,  according 
^  the  ordinary  practice,  a  purchaser  under   the  Court 

(a)  Tam.  341. 
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1863.         was  not  discharged,  even  on  payment   of  the 
Be  Thb      without  an  affidavit  that  there   was  no  under-h 

Settled       Jtiqlfy  y.  AFNamara  (a\     But  further,  where  oi 
Estates  AcTg       *^  ^  ^   ^  \ 

1854  &  1856.    sale  the  property  does  not  produce  the  improvec 

Argument,     the  Court  will  hold  the  sub-purchaser  responsil 

that  amount:  Holroyd\,  Wyatt(b).     [Daniel's  Ch 

Practice,  1208;   and  Sug.  V.  &  P.  13th  ed.   78 

also  cited.     See  also  Morice  v.  Bishop  of  Durham 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Casson  for  the  original  purch 
Whatever  the  Court  might  do  to  prevent  any  loss 
estate,  it  was  quite  clear  that  where  the  original  pui 
was  willing  (as  here)  to  pay  the  improved  price,  this 
would  not  deprive  him  of  his  rights  under  the  co 
Mr.  Hoffineister  had  not  been  guilty  of  any  im 
conduct ;  in  ignorance  of  the  rule  that  he  could  no 
a  binding  contract  before  his  purchase  was  confim 
had  agreed  to  sell,  but  that  was  no  reason  for  this 
depriving  him  of  his  rights  under  the  purchase, 
was  no  case  which  laid  down  any  such  principle  f 
the  mere  subsale  ousted  the  original  purchaser, 
submitted  therefore,  that  the  motion  must  be  i 
with  costs. 

Mr.  Craig  and  Mr.  J.  N.  Higgins  for  the  vendo 
trustees,  asked  for  a  resale. 


Judgment, 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

No  authority  has  been  cited,  and  I  believe  none 
found,  to  show  that  a  sub-purchaser  is  entitled,  agai; 
will  of  the  original  purchaser,  aud  without  the  com 
the  vendors,  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  origina 
chaser. 

The  Court,  without  consent,  has  no  jurisdictioi 
any  contract  that  may  have  been  entered  into  be 

(a)  6  Ves.  515.  {V)  2  Coll.  327.  (c)  11  Vea.  ■ 
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Hr.  HoiFmeister  and  Captain  Legard,  nor  can  it  interfere        1862. 
with   any   remedy    which   Captain   Legard   may   have      Re  thb 
^^nst  Mr.  Hoffineister.  EstItIsAcxs 

When  the  Court  interferes  on  these  occasions,  it  is  1854  &  1856. 
generally  on  the  application  of  the  vendor,  and  invari-     judgment, 
fklj  with  the  consent  of  the  purchaser. 

The  Court  has  one  plain  duty  to  discharge,  which  is, 
that  the  estate  should  be  sold  for  the  best  price  that  can 
be  secured  consistently  with  justice  to  all  parties  con- 
cerned. It  appears  that  3095/.  has  been  already  secured, 
but,  in  consequence  of  this  dispute,  both  of  the  com- 
petitors are  willing  to  advance  on  that  sum  500/.  In 
this  state  of  things  Mr.  Iloffineister,  the  original 
pnrchoser,  insists  on  retaining  the  estate  at  that  increased 
price.  All  that  the  vendors  ask  is  that  the  estate  may 
be  ^in  put  up  for  sale.  The  result  is  that  no  order  can 
be  niade  on  Captain  Legard's  application  except  that  the 
vendors'  costs  must  be  paid,  as  between  solicitor  and 
client,  out  of  the  fund.  There  must  be  a  resale  upon 
terms,  and  in  order  to  secure  the  highest  price  it  must  be 
on  the  terms  that  500/.  be  paid  into  court  by  Mr.  Hoff- 
'  meister  in  addition  to  his  former  bidding. 


9C  CASE3  IN  CHANCERY. 


PATCH  V.  AVAED. 


T 


Demurrer  to  a  1  HIS  was  a  demurrer.  The  bill  alleged  that  from  th( 
demption after  y^^""  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^'^^  plaintiff  was  a  builder,  carrying 01 
a  foreclosure     business  at  Nottiuff  Hill  and  Paddington,  and  the  defend 

decree,  which  ...  .  . 

the  bill  asked    ant  acted  as  his  solicitor  during  that  period. 

as  to  one  0/         The  plaintiff,  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1843,  hac 

the  four  obtained   various   leases,  and   an:reements  for  leases  0 

parties  to  the  ^     ^  '  ^ 

decree,  building  land,  and  he  in  tliat  year  applied  to  the  defendan 

allowed  with 

co»ts,  and  to  procure  him  advances  of  money,  which  he  required  fo 
refuse^.*"*^'*    erecting  and  completing  the  houses  and  buildings  thereon 

and  the  defendant  undertook  and  agreed  to  advance  0 
procure  clients  of  his  own  to  advance  the  various  sums  0 
money  which  the  plaintiff  required,  and  it  was  arrange 
by  the  defendant  that  the  sums  required  were  to  be  ad 
vanced  from  time  to  time  by  instalments,  as  the  erectio 
of  the  houses  and  buildings  proceeded.  The  total  sun 
expressed  to  be  advanced  were  from  time  to  time  secure 
by  mortgages  upon  the  different  houses  for  specific  sun 
of  money,  but  the  amounts  expressed  to  be  secured  b 
such  mortgages  were  not  in  fact  advanced  at  the  date  ( 
such  mortgages,  but  were  made  up  by  sums  advance 
from  time  to  time  as  aforesaid,  and  of  sums  wUc 
were  deducted  and  retained  by  the  defendant  as  and  f< 
the  amount  of  interest  upon  the  said  mortgage  debts,  an 
of  gross  sums  for  costs  and  commissions  which  the  defeni 
ant  claimed  to  be  due  to  him  in  respect  of  the  varioi 
mortgage  transactions  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  mor 
gagor. 

The  aggregate  sums  agreed  to  be  raised  on  the  mor 
gage  were  about  20,000/. 

Throughout  the  whole   of   the  said   transactions  tl 
defendant  was  employed  as  and  acted  as  sole  solicitor  an 
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sole  legal  adviser  of  the  plaintiff,  and  transacted  and 
charged  the  plaintiff  for  all  legal  business  done  in  con- 
nection with  the  said  mortgages,  as  well  as  large  sums  for 
commissions.  The  plaintiff  had  full  confidence  in  the 
defendant,  and,  having  his  whole  time  occupied  by  atten- 
tion to  his  own  business,  and  in  the  erections  of  the 
Tarious  houses  aforesaid,  the  plaintiflf  was  compelled  to 
leave,  and  in  fact  left,  all  matters  of  business  relating  to 
the  said  several  mortgaged  premises  entirely  in  the  hands 
of  the  defendant  as  his  confidential  solicitor.  The  plaintiff 
had  great  confidence  in  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
from  time  to  time  acquiesced  in  and  assented  to  every- 
thing suggested  by  the  defendant,  and  acted  under  his 
«lvice  in  all  transactions  and  matters  of  business,  and  the 
phiintiff  fi-om  time  to  time  executed  and  signed  such 
mortgages,  charges,  accounts,  and  other  documents  as 
were  placed  before  him  by  the  defendant  for  his  signature 
tnd  execution,  and,  without  examining  or  perusing  the 
sune,  or  without  the  same  being  perused  or  investigated 
on  his  behalf  by  any  other  person  than  the  defendant. 

The  mortgage  transactions  in  which  the  plantiff  and 
defendant  were  engaged^  upon  the  terms  and  in  manner 
aforesaid  were  numerous,  and,  from  the  manner  in  which 
the  monies  agreed  to  be  advanced  by  the  defendant  on 
l>ehalf  of  himself  or  his  clients  were  advanced  and  paid  to 
thepUintiff,  and  from  the  manner  in  which  the  accounts  of 
^vi»  advanced,  interest  on  advances,  commissions,  and 
cwta  were  mixed  up  together  by  the  defendant,  it  became 
extremely  difiicult  and  ultimately  almost  impracticable 
^  the  plaintiff  to  ascertain  his  exact  position  or  his 
liabilities,  except  as  the  result  of  careful  investigation, 
^th  full  information  supplied  by  the  defendant ;  and  the 
plttntifT  had  in  feet  no  opportunity  of  testing  the  correct- 
^^  of  the  defendant's  accounts  and  claims,  or  of  ascer- 
tttning  whether  the  sums  agreed  to  be  advanced  on  each 
niortgage  security  had  been  in  fact  duly  and  properly 


1862. 


Patch 

V, 

Ward. 
Statement, 


VOL.  IT. 


II 


Statement, 
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I8fi<.         advanced  to  hira,  or  otherwise  duly  applied  or  i 

Patch        priatod  by  the  defendant. 

Ward.  ^'^®  ^^^'*  after  stating  several  mortgages,  allege 

by  an  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  4th  of  Nove 
1844,  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  ii 
sideration  of  the  sum  of  3000/.  therein  expressed 
lent  by  Henry  Ward  to  the  plaintiff,  and  of  such  ft 
sums  as  Ward  should  actually  lend  to  the  plainti 
exceeding  ooOO/.,  the  plaintiff  granted  and  de 
certain  land  and  eleven  messuages  thereon,  and  a 
premises  comprised  in  a  lease  dated  the  4th  of  Nove 
1844,  for  the  then  residue  of  the  term  of  ninety* 
years  and  a  quarter,  wanting  three  [days,  subject 
demption  on  payment  of  3000/. 

That  by  an  indenture  dated  the  3rd  of  May, 
indorsed  on  the  deed  of  the  4th  of  November, 
between  Ward  of  the  first  part,  plaintiff  of  the  a 
part,  one  C.  G.  Parsons  of  the  third  part,  and  Lea 
Baily  of  the  fourth  part,  reciting  that  5500/.  waj 
and  should  be  paid  off  out  of  monies  belonging  to 
Ward,  and  Baily,  and  that  the  debt  and  securities  e 
be  transferred  to  them,  the  same  were  then  trans 
to  G.  C.  Parsons,  in  trust  for  Leaf,  Ward,  and  [ 
and  by  an  indenture,  also  indorsed  on  the  mortgage 
and  dated  the  5th  of  May,  1845,  the  debt  of  5500 
assigned  to  Parsons  in  trust  for  Leaf,  Ward,  and  ! 
That  by  an  indenture  dated  the  10th  of  September, 
between  the  plaintiff  of  the  first  part,  and  Vullia 
the  second  part,  the  plaintiff  demised  the  same  her 
ments,  and  the  eleven  messuages  thereon,  to  VuU 
and  his  executors,  for  the  residue  of  the  [term,  lea 
days  (subject  to  the  mortgage  debt  for  5500/.)  to  8 
1000/. 

In  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1846,  and  the  begi 
of  the  year  1847,  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  erectu 
houses  situate  in  Bishop's  Road,  Paddington,  upon  I 
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ing  ground  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  long 
leasea,  and  the  bouses  erecting  thereon  were  of  a  very 
large  and  valuable  description,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
desirous  of  obtaining  an  advance  of  the. sum  of  7200/, 
•upon  the  security  thereof,  and  he  applied  to  the  defendant, 
who,  as  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  and  on  the  plaintiff's  be- 
half, negociated  with  the  Law  Fire  Insurance  Company 
for  an  advance  of  the  sum  of  7200/,  upon  the  security  of 
the  8aid  houses,  which  the  said  company  agreed  to  make. 
At  this  time,  on  account  of  the  then  state  of  the  money 
market,  the  plaintiff  had  found  some  difHculty  in  imme- 
diately raising  the  funds  required  for  carrying  on  very 
extensive  building  operations  in  which  he  was  engaged, 
and  as  the  defendant  was  well  aware  the  plaintiff  was  in 
fluch  a  situation,  and  that  it  was  imperatively  necessary 
for  him  to  carry  out  the  said  mortgage  transactions 
immediately  at  any  sacrifice. 

The  defendant,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  held  all  the 
phuntiff's  title  deeds,  leases,  papers,  and  documents,  as 
well  those  comprised  in  mortgage  securities  as  others,  and 
before  the  completion  of  the  said  mortgage  for  the  sum  of 
72001  the  defendant  set  up  a  claim  for  bills  of  costs  and 
commissions,  relative  to  various  transactions  in  which  he 
had  acted  as  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  mortga- 
gees, including  the  defendant's  own  costs  as  mortgagee, 
which  bills  of  costs  and  commissions  amounted,  as  the 
defendant  insisted,  to  the  sum  of  3000/,  or  thereabouts. 
The  Slid  bills  of  costs  were  of  a  most  unreasonable 
ttioant,  and  contained  no  proper  or  detailed  charges,  but 
ooQsigted  of  several  large  gross  sums  of  a  most  extrava- 
pot  amount ;  and  the  said  bills  of  costs  contained,  in 
^tion  to  the  charges  for  general  business  done,  and  all 
^  full  costs  for  and  in  respect  of  the  preparation  and 
execution  of  all  the  mortgage  deeds  and  securities  exe- 
rted by  the  plaintiff,  charges  of  gross  sums  for  attend- 
*>M!ei  in  negociating  the  loan,  amounting  together  to  the 
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sum  of  050/.,  and  also  sums  amounting  to  the  sum 
230/.  and  upwards,  cliarged  as  and  by  way  of  commissic 
in  addition  to  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  costs  in  respect  of  1 
same  mortgage  securities. 

The  plaintiff  was  desirous  that  the  defendant's  accour 
and  the  bill  of  costs  claimed  by  him,  should  be  gone  ii 
and  properly  investigated,  but  the  defendant  objected 
this,  and,  after  some  discussion,  he  refused  to  procc 
with  the  mortgage  to  the  Law  Fire  Insurance  Compai 
or  to  concur  in  the  completion  thereof,  although  the  a 
company  were  prepared  with  the  money  they  were  rea 
to  advance ;  it  had  been  agreed  that  4300/.,  part  there 
was  to  be  advanced  immediately  upon  the  execution 
the  mortgage,  and  the  plaintiil  had  made  his  arran^ 
ments  upon  the  footing  of  the  said  mortgage  being  fort 
with  completed ;  and  the  plaintiff,  believing,  as  the  fi 
was,  that  the  defendant  held  securities  by  way  of  moi 
gage  and  otherwise,  for  all  that  was  properly  due  to  hii 
including  all  bills  of  costs,  took  possession  of  the  six  leas 
of  the  said  houses  in  Bishop's  lioad,  in  order  to  carry  o 
the  mortgage  through  Messrs,  Harrison  &  Beale,  tl 
solicitors  of  the  Law  Fire  Insurance  Company,  the  i 
tended  mortgagees,  and  requested  them  to  proceed  wi 
the  mortgage,  which  they  agreed  to  do,  and  the  plaint 
wrote  to  the  defendant  stating  what  he  had  done;  ai 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  subsequently  met  at  the  offi 
of  the  said  Messrs.  Harrison  &  Beale,  and  the  plaint 
then  offered  to  allow  the  whole  of  the  money  agreed 
be  advanced  by  the  said  insurance  company  to  remain 
the  hands  of  Mr.  Harrison,  and  to  authorize  him  to  p 
therewith  the  amount  found  due  to  the  defendant;  tl 
defendant,  however,  refused  this,  and  insisted  that  he  h; 
a  Hen  on  the  said  leases ;  and  the  defendant,  in  the  b 
ginning  of  March,  1847,  filed  a  bill  in  this  Honoural 
Court  against  the  plaintiff,  claiming  a  lien  upon  the  sa 
lenses,  and  praying  an  account  of  certain  moneys,  whi< 
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he  claimed  to  be  due  to  hiin  ui)on  the  accounts  between 
him  and  the  plaintiff,  and  in  respect  of  his  said  bill  of 
costs  amounting  to  the  before  mentioned  sums,  and  pray- 
ing payment  of  what  should  be  found  due,  and  other 
relief  in  respect  thereof,  and  also  praying  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  plaintiff  from  parting  with  the  said  leases; 
and  the  defendant  obtained  an  ex  parte  injunction  in  the 
said  suit. 

The  defendant  was  well  aware,  and  it  is  the  fact,  that 
the  plaintiff,  from  the  necessity  he  was  under  of  com- 
pleting his  buildings  and  works,  was  compelled  at  once 
to  carry  out  the  said  mortgage,  and  obtain  the  sum  of 
7200i!,  at  any  sacrifice  to  supply  his  pressing  necessities, 
and  the  defendant  was  well  aware,  as  the  fact  was,  that 
by  reason  of  the  lien  and  claim  insisted  on  by  him  the 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  do  so,  and  that  the  result  of 
resisting  the  claims  and  costs  insisted  on  by  the  defendant 
would,  under  the  circumstances,  have  been  inevitable 
niin  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  defendant  availed  himself 
of  this  pressure  to  dictate  his  own  terms  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  plaintiff  upon  being  served  with  the  said  ex  parte 
injunction  consulted  Mr.  Randall,  who  thenceforth  acted 
for  him  in  the  said  suit,  but  found  that  the  only  mode  of 
investigating  the  defendant's  accounts  was  by  protracted 
litigation,  and  the  plaintiff  was  in  consequence  obliged 
to  submit  to  the  defendant's  terms. 

The  defendant  thereupon  delivered  an  account  consist- 

• 

>og  of  a  great  many  sheets  purporting  to  be  accounts  of 
*11  the  various  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant.  Such  accounts  are  very  complicated  and 
involved,  and  included  gross  sums  for  costs,  without  any 
detaik,  and  would  have  taken  a  very  long  time  to  analyse 
Md  investigate.  The  defendant  sent  the  documents  on 
*ome  day  of  March,  1847,  by  a  clerk  to  the  said  Mr, 
^dall  late  in  the  evening  of  the  day  before  the  decree 
hereinafter  mentioned,  and  it  was  impossible  for  him  to 
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investigate  the  same,   and   the   defendant  required 
plaintiff*  at  once  to  submit  to  a  decree  in  the  said  e 
upon  the  terms  contained  in  a  memorandum  which 
defendant  required  the  plaintiff*  to  sign,  and  the  plidn 
accordingly  on  the  25th  day  of  March,  1847,  with* 
any  investigation  of  the  said  accounts,  signed  the  s 
memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  said  accounts.     The  s 
memorandum  was  prepared  by   the  defendant  and  i 
signed  by  the  plaintiff*  on  the  same  day  the  accounts  w 
delivered.     The  said  memorandum  was  intitled  in 
said  suit  by  the  said  defendant  against  the  pliuntifi^,  f 
was  as  follows : — 


"  We  hereby  admit  and  acknowledge  that  the  fo 
going  accounts  contained  in  seventeen  double  sheets 
paper  are  the  accounts  referred  to  by  the  pleadings  a 
the  minutes  of  decree  agreed  to  be  taken  in  this  caui 
that  the  same  have  been  examined  by  the  said  defenda 
with  Mr.  Bandall,  his  solicitor;  and  the  several  bills 
costs  therein  referred  to  have  been  inspected  and  explui 
to  him  by  the  t^aid  Mr.  Randall;  that  the  several  su 
charged  in  such  accounts  as  commission  represent  a  tc 
amount  of  charges  which  the  defendant  hereby  agrees 
allow  to  the  plaintiff*  for  business  transacted  in 
character  of  solicitor  for  the  said  defendant,  for  wh 
charges,  as  well  as  those  set  out  in  the  defendant's  ansui 
no  detailed  bills,  by  express  arrangement  between 
plaintiff*  and  the  defendant,  have  been  delivered;  but  si 
charges,  having  been  investigated  and  reduced  by  the  i 
Mr.  Kandall,  are,  together  with  the  costs  of  this  s 
declared  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  charges;  and  it  is 
mitted  and  declared  tliat  the  various  amounts  entered 
the  credit  side  of  such  accounts  as  having  been  ad  van 
to  the  said  defendant  Charles  Patch  on  mortgage  seci 
tics  were  duly  paid  to  and  received  by  the  said  defend 
on  the  respective  days  in  the  said  several  securities  m 
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tioned;  that  the  sum  of  4300/.  as  shown  in  the  preceding 
account  is  the  balance  remaining  due  to  the  plaintiff  after 
having  allowed  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  254/.  6*.  9rf., 
and  for  which  sum  of  4300/.  the  decree  in  this  cause  is 
proposed  to  be  taken.  Dated  this  25th  day  of  March, 
1847." 
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The  said  Mr.  Randall  acted  on  the  plaintiiTs  behalf  in 
the  matter,  but  he  had  no  opportunity  of  investigating 
accounts  and  costs  and  claims  of  the  plaintiff,  and 

id  not  in  fact  investigate  or  examine  the  same,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  defendant  refusing  to  allow  a  proper  oppor- 
tunity of  doing  so;  and  pursuant  to  the  said  memorandum 
a  decree  was  on  the  same  day  of  March,  1847,  taken 
in  the  said  suit  for  the  sum  of  4300/.,  the  amount  men- 
tioned therein.  The  said  sum  of  254/.  6^.  9rf.  was  a  sum 
named  by  the  defendant  to  the  said  Mr.  Randall  as  the 
Bum  he  would  deduct  from  the  total  claims :  it  was  not 
the  result  of  any  investigation  of  the  said  accounts  by 
the  plaintiff  or  the  said  Mr.  Randall. 

The  mortgage  transaction  of  the  Law  Life  Assurance 
Office  was  thereupon  carried  out,  and  outi#f  the  sum  of 
4300/,  advanced  upon  such  mortgage  the  sum  of  2300/., 
part  thereof,  was  received  by  the  defendant,  who  required, 
»nd  the  plaintiff  executed,  the  mortgage  security  next 
hereinafter  stated  for  the  balance  of  2000/. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  1st  day  of  April,  1847,  and 
nwdc  between  the  plaintifl'  Charles  Patch  of  the  one 
part  and  the  defendant  Henry  Ward  of  the  other  part, 
•fter  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  the  lease  and  other 
indentures  hereinbefore  stated,  and  the  said  suit,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  said  sum  of  2000/.,  part  of  the  said 
•valance  of  4300/.,  the  plaintiff  covenanted  with  the 
^fendant  Henry  Ward  to  pay  the  sum  of  2000/.  and 
interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the 
day  of  then  next,  and  the  plaintifl*  granted  and 
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demised,  amongst  other  hereditaments,  the  said  pi 
ground  with  the  eleven  several  messuages  or  tene 
erected  thereon,  and  all  other  the  said  premises  demif 
the  said  hereinbefore  stated  lease  unto  the  defendant! 
Ward,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  l 
the  residue  of  the  term  of  years  except  the  las 
thereof,  subject  to  the  said  mortgages  of  the  4th  < 
November,  1844,  and  the  10th  day  of  September, 
and  the  said  principal  sums  of  5500/.  and  1000/ 
interest,  and  subject  also  to  redemption  on  paym 
the  said  principal  and  interest  moneys  at  the  day 
tioned  in  the  said  covenant  for  payment  thereof;  « 
the  now  stating  indenture  is  contained  a  power  o 
in  case  of  default. 

Notwithstanding  the  said  arrangement  and  subra 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  terms  imposed  1: 
defendant,  the  defendant  forwith  commenced  a  ser 
oppressive  proceedings,  in  order,  as  the  plaintiff  chj 
to  embarrass  and  ruin  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  to  c 
the  defendant  to  become  the  absolute  owner  of  the 
eleven  messuages  and  premises  comprised  in  the 
mortgage  securities  hereinbefore  stated,  by  forec 
the  said  mortgage,  as  tlic  plaintiff  now  alleges  has 
done  under  the  circumstances  and  in  manner  herei 
stated. 

On  the  5th  May,  1847,  half  a  year's  interest  o 
mortgage  debt  of  5500/.  became  due,  and  the  defc 
shortly  afterwards  called  on  the  i)laintiff  to  pa 
principal,  though  no  interest  but  half  a  year's  was  d 
any  arrears  on  any  of  the  mortgages,  but  the  defc 
refused  to  accept  the  interest,  alleging  the  plainti 
broken  the  covenants  in  the  deeds. 

In  March  and  May,  1847,  the  defendant,  on  bel 
himself  and  other  mortgagees  (except  Vulliamy)  inst 
suits  in  this  court  against  the  plaintiff'  to  foreclose  c 
mortgages,   including  those  for  1200/.  and  700/. 
plaintiff  succeeded  in  paying  off*  the  two  latter  mort^ 
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On  the  22(1  of  May,  1847,  the  defendant,  in  the  name 
of  himself,  Leaf,  and  Baily,  filed  a  bill  against  the  de- 
fendant (originally  alone)  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  of 
tic  4th  of  November,  1844,  for  5500/.  VuUiamy  was 
afterwards  added  as  a  defendant  by  amendment.  The 
plaintiff  was  very  anxious  to  avoid  foreclosure,  and  raised 
2000£,  with  which  he  paid  off  a  mortgage  of  Ist  April, 
1847,  for  20(X)/.,  believing  if  this  sum  were  paid  the 
defendant  would  forbear  to  foreclose. 

The  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  the  commercial  crisis 
which  then  existed,  found  some  difficulty  in  raising  the 
amount  required ;  but  before  he  could  do  so,  at  the  end 
of  the  month  of  September,  the  defendant,  who  acted 
throughout  for  LcAvis  Vulliamy,  the  second  mortgagee, 
in  the  name  of  the  said  Vulliamy  caused  notices  to  be 
8cnred  on  the  tenants  occupying  the  eleven  houses  in 
Queen's  Road  comprised  in  the  mortgage  security,  for- 
bidding them",  to  pay  rent  to  the  plaintiff,  and  requiring 
them  to  pay  the  rents  to  one  W.  H.  Stemp,  who  was  the 
defendant's  clerk,  as  agent  for  Vulliamy,  The  said 
Stemp,  as  agent  for  Vulliamy,  from  September  or  Octo- 
ber, 1847,  received  the  rents  and  profits  until  after  the 
Wth  March,  1849,  when  the  final  decree  for  foreclosure 
was  made. 

The  only  interest  due  to  Vulliamy  at  the  date  of  the 
iwtices  on  the  2 Ist  September,  1847,  was  half  a  year's 
interest,  which  accrued  on  the  10th  September,  1847, 
Mnounting  to  25/.,  less  property  tax.  The  rents  which 
accrued  due  on  the  29th  September,  1847  (eight  days 
afterwards),  amounted  to  165/.,  more  than  enough  to 
l»y  all  the  interest  due  to  Vulliamy,  and  also  to  Leaf 
^bc  defendant,  and  Bailey,  amounting  altogether  to 
1331 9#.  6rf.,  or  thereabouts. 

The  phuntifT  charges  the  several  steps  and  proceedings 
a'i^'esaid  were  respectively  taken  by  the  defendant  without 
^c  privity,  knowledge,  or  concurrence  of  the  other  mort- 
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gagees,  his  clients,  for  whom  he  purported  to  act,  and  who 
left  all  matters  relating  thereto  to  the  defendant,  who  in 
fact  acted  as  and  was  in  all  practical  purposes  the  sole 
mortgagee  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  and 
the  object  of  the  defendant  throughout  the  several  trans- 
actions was  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  all  liis  available 
resources,  and  to  render  it  impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to 
resist  the  foreclosure  decree  sought  by  the  said  suit  ineti- 
tuted  by  Ward,  and  to  enable  the  defendant  to  procure 
absolute  surrender  of  the  said  mortgaged  property. 

The  defendant,  by  the  means  and  proceedings  aforesaid, 
accomplished  his  object  of  effectually  embarrassing  the 
plaintiff,  and  of  depriving  him  of  all  resources,  and  the 
plaintiff  found  himself  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the  de- 
fendant, who  was  pressing  on  the  said  suit  and  proceedings 
in  the  name  of  himself  and  the  other  mortgagees,  and 
the  plaintiff,  in  consequence,  in  the  month  of  May  or 
June,  1848,  with  his  wife  and  children,  sailed  fnmi 
Southampton  for  America,  without  any  means  or  re- 
sources whatever,  and  continued  to  reside  there  until  the 
year  1860,  when,  having  during  that  time  succeeded  in 
saving  a  sufficient  sum  to  enable  him  to  return  and  pay 
the  debts  due  to  his  creditors,  he  in  the  month  of  August, 
1860,  returned  to  this  country  for  that  purpose,  and  at 
once  took  steps  to  pay  off  and  redeem  the  several  mort- 
gages held  by  different  persons  upon  his  property,  in- 
cluding the  said  before-mentioned  mortgages  ui)on  the 
the  said  eleven  houses  in  Queen's  Terrace,  Queen's  Road, 
being  ready  and  willing  to  redeem  the  same,  and  the 
plaintiff  employed  a  Mr.  Woodard  to  act  on  his  behalf, 
who  applied  to  the  defendant  for  information  upon  the 
subject,  and  offered  to  redeem  the  mortgaged  property? 
and  pay  all  that  was  due  upon  the  said  mortgage  securi- 
ties. The  defendant,  however,  alleged  and  he  still  alleges 
that  in  the  said  suit  a  decree  for  foreclosure  had  becu 
obtained,  and  he  claimed  to  be  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
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rtgaged  premises,  and  he  refused  to  give  tlie 
any  information  with  respect  thereto ;  this  was 
.  time  the  plaintiff  became  aware  that  the  said 
1  been  proceeded  with  as  against  him,  or  that  it 
ged  by  the  defendant  tliat  a  decree  for  foreclosure 
I  obtained  in  the  said  suit.  The  said  Mr.  Kandall 
eared  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  suit  before  the 

was  compelled  to  leave  England  for  America, 
M)n8equence  of  plaintiff's  difficulties,  the  said  Mr. 
ceased  to  act  as  the  plaintiffs  solicitor  before  the 

left  England,  and  had  communicated  that  fact  to 
ndant,  and  took  no  steps  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
lid  suit. 

)lwitiff,  in  consequence  of  the  allegations  of  the 
at,  made  inquiries,  and  then,  for  the  first  time, 
ed  that  Vulliamy  had  been  made  a  defendant  by 
lent,  and  that  the  defendant  had  acted  as  his 
•;  that  the  suit  had  been  heard  on  the  11th  May, 
id  a  decree  taken,  in  the  plaintiff's  absence,  for  an 
;  that  it  had  been  referred  to  the  Master  to  take 
»unt,  and  that  the  usual  foreclosure  decree  had 
ade. 
iiant,  as  the  defendant  alleged,  to  the  decree,  the 

made  his  report,  dated  the  16th  June,  1848, 
3und  that  the  whole  of  the  principal  sum  of  5500/., 
terest  at  51.  per  annum,  from  the  14th  May,  1847, 
e  to  the  plaintiflFs  (in  that  suit)  over  their  seen-* 
and  there  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  up  to  the 
cember,  1848,  the  sum  of  5003/.  17«.,  which  he 
ed  Lewis  Vulliamy  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  on  the 
»mber,  1848. 

defendant  aUeged  that  the  Master's  report  was 
ed  on  the  3rd  July,  1848,  and  that  the  sum  of 
17#.  was  paid  by  Vulliamy  on  the  6tli  December, 
8  provided  for  by  the  decree. 
plaintiff  charges  the  said  mortgage  was  not  really 
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paid  olf,  or,  if  the  said  sum  of  5003/.  175.,  or  any  part  of 
it,  was  paid  off,  it  was  paid  by  the  defendant  out  of  hia 
own  monies,  and  that  tlie  said  VuUiamy  paid  no  part  of 
it  and  took  no  part  in  the  suit,  and  was  ultimately  i)aid 
his  principal  and  interest  by  tlie  defendant. 

In  further  pursuance  of  the  decree,  a«  the  plaintiff 
alleged,  the  Master  made  subsequent  reports  upon  affi- 
davits made  by  Stcmp  and  Parsons,  both  clerks  of  the 
defendant,  wliereby  he  found  that  5003/.  17*.  had  been 
paid,  and  that,  after  giving  credit  for  the  rent«  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  received  by  Stemp  and  paid  to 
VuUiamy,  there  remained  a  balance  of  692/.  0*.  2d.  due 
to  the  defendant  on  the  10th  December,  1848;  that  he 
liad  computed  interest  thereon  from  the  10th  September, 

1848,  to  the  15th  March,  1849,  being  three  months  after 
his  report,  and  also  interest  on  the  sum  of  5003/.  17*. 
from  the  10th  September,  1848,  to  the  15th  March,  1849; 
and  that  there  would  be  due  to  VuUiamy  for  principal, 
interest,  and  costs,  with  wliat  he  paid  to  the  plaintiffs'  for 
principal,  interest,  and  costs,  on  the  said   15th  March, 

1849,  tiie  sum  of  G870/.  9a*.,  which  he  api)ointed  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  to  VulHamy  on  the  13th  March,  1849, 
between  12  and  1  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  in  the  Rolls 
Chapel. 

That  it  appeared  by  a  copy  of  the  account  verified  by 
Stemp's  affidavit,  dated  the  10th  December,  1848,  that 
the  total  amount  riven  credit  for  as  haviuir  been  received 
from  the  beginning  of  October,  1847,  up  to  the  18th 
November,  1848,  including  the  quarterly  rents  due  in 
respect  of  each  of  the  eleven  houses  on  the  29th  Sep- 
tember, 1847,  and  on  the  29th  September,  1848,  was 
716/.  6.^.  9rf. ;  and  that  the  said  account,  after  payment 
of  interest  and  commission  and  bills  of  costs,  to  one 
James,  a  solicitor  usually  employed,  whose  name  was 
usually  used  by  the  defendant  on  matters  where  he  did 
not  wish  to  appear  personally,  was  318/.  3^,,  which  sum 
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1  credit  for  by  VuUiamy  as  received  in  reduction  I8O2. 
incipal  sum  of  1000/.  secured  by  his  mortgage  patch 
leaving  a  balance  of  692/.  2^.,  found  due  in 
»f  the  principal  sum.  Stemp  further  deposed 
October,  1847,  he  had  been  appointed  by  the 
In  this  suit,  with  the  consent  of  VuUiamy,  to 
[le  rents  of  the  said  eleven  houses  comprised  in 
^age  of  the  10th  September,  1848 ;  that  after 
round-rent,  insurance,  and  other  outgoings  he 
ir  a  notice  from  VuUiamy,  paid  the  rents  to  him. 
>  also  verified  the  account, 
aintiff  charges,  as  the  facts  are,  that  the  said 
lUiamy  employed  the  defendant  as  his  solicitor, 
QO  such  notice  as  mentioned  in  the  said  affidavit 
given  by  the  said  Lewis  VuUiamy,  and  that  the 
3  said  William  Henry  Stemp,  was  the  agent  of 
dant  and  of  the  said  Lewis  VuUiamy,  and  not  of 
tiff,  and  that  he  acted  throughout  as  such  agent 
in  fact  received  the  whole  of  the  rents  of  the 
gaged  messuages  and  premises  as  from  the  24th 
me,  1847,  to  the  15th  day  of  March,  1849;  and 
iously  to  the  Ist  day  of  December,  1848,  the 
is  VuUiamy,  by  the  said  William  Henry  Stemp 
int,  had  actually  received  various  sums  of  money 
ioned  in  the  said  account  so  verified  by  affidavit 
id,  which  ought  to  have  been  brought  into  the 
mts  and  credited  accordingly,  but  which  were  in 
operly  excluded  from  the  said  account,  in  order 
16  as  far  as  possible  tlie  balance  to  be  found  due 
aster  to  the  said  Lewis  VuUiamy  under  the  said 
The  plaintiff  does  not  believe  or  charge  that  the 
is  VuUiamy  was  in  any  way  cognizant  of  the 
ties  complained  of  in  this  suit,  and  the  plaintifl* 
hat  the  said  Lewis  VuUiamy,  in  fact,  took  no 
.tever  therein,  and  was  in  fact  not  cognizant 
ut  left  all  matters  relating  to  the  said  mortgaged 
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premises^  and  the  proceedings  in  the  said  suit,  to 
fendant^  who  used  the  name  of  the  said  Lewis  \ 
in  the  several  transactions  in  the  Bill  mentionec 
own  purposes  and  to  effect  his  own  object  of  tu 
the  absolute  ownership  of  tlie  said  mortgaged  prei 

The  statements  of  Stemp  that  he  was  appointe 
plaintiff,  with  consent  of  VuUiamy,  to  collect  and 
rents,  and  that  after  deducting  ground-rents,  &c., 
the  balance  to  VuUiamy,  were  untrue.  Previ< 
October,  1847,  VuUiamy  had  entered  as  m< 
in  possession,  and  VuUiamy  or  the  defendant  a] 
Stemp  as  agent  to  receive  the  rents  for  VuUia 
whose  sole  benefit  he  received  them,  whUe  the  de 
not  acting  for  the  plaintiff,  was  actively  prosecu' 
decree  for  foreclosure. 

The  defendant  alleges  that  on  the  16th  of  Ma; 
an  order  absolute  for  foreclosure  was  obtained, 
plaintiff  charged  that,  if  so,  it  was  irregularly  o 
and  was  not  binding  on  the  plaintiff, 

It  appeared  from  Stemp's  affidavit  that  he  atti 
the  place  fixed  by  the  Master,  on  the  15th  of 
1849,  for  the  payment  of  the  amount  found  due, 
it  was  not  paid,  and  the  sum  of  6870/.  9^.  now 
due. 

The  plaintiff  recently  discovered,  between  the 
the  Master's  subsequent  report  and  the  time  fixei 
Master,  that  Stemp,  as  VuUiamy's  agent,  receii 
the  tenants  various  sums  on  account  of  VuUiamy 
on  the  day  fixed  for  payment  Stemp's  affidavit 
true,  that  the  sum  of  6870/.  9*.  remained  due. 

The  plaintiff  stated  some  instances  in  which  tl 
amount  received  (prior  to  the  time  fixed  for  p 
had  not  been  given  credit  for. 

The  plaintiff  charges  tliat  the  several  other  U 
the  said  mortgage  premises  respectively  paid  the  c 
rents  due  on  the  25th  day  of  December,  1848, 
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times  aft^r  that  date,  and  before  the  15th  day  of 
1849,  the  time  appointed  by  the  Master's  subse- 
•eport  for  payment  of  the  amount  due,  and  that  all 
^eral  payments  aforesaid  were  well  known  to  the 
int  Henry  Ward,  and  that  he  in  fact  ultimately 
d  from  the'said  William  Henry  Stemp  the  several 
Jid  rents  so   received,  and  that   any  step   taken 
said   suit   was  taken  by  and  under   the   direc- 
the  defendant,  or  with  his  privity,  and  in  parti- 
he   defendant  was   well  aware   of  and   directed 
!  proceedings  taken  by  the  said  William  Henry 
,  his  clerk,  and  was  privy  to  the  said  account  being 
nd  verified  by  the  said  William  Henry  Stemp  in 
d  suit,  and  that  the  defendant  well  knew  the  same 
correct.      And  the  plaintiff  charges  that  the  truth 
several  facts  and  matters  hereinbefore  stated  and 
I  will  appear  if  he  will  truly  answer,  as  the  plaintiff 
s  he  ought  to  answer,  the  interrogatories  to  this 
ad  in  particular  if  the  defendant  will  answer  and 
tb,  as  the  plaintiff  charges  he  can  and  ought  to  set 
the  particulars  of  all  sums^of  money  on  account  or 
pect  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  or  any  part 
f  (other  than  and  except  the  sums  mentioned  in  the 
icount  so  filed  in  the  said  suit),  which  were  received 
!  said  William  Henry  Stemp  and  the  defendant,  and 
of  them  or  either  of  them,  or  by  any  person  or 
18,  by  their  or  either  of  their  order,  or  for  their 
her  of  their  use,  did,  when,  and  at  what  times  re- 
vely,  and  from  and  by  whom  by  name  respectively, 
I  respect  of  what  house  or  houses,  or  otherwise,  all 
very  the  sums  and  sum  so  received  were  or  was 
5tively  received  or  paid. 

e  plaintiff  has  ascertained,  and  it  is  the  fact,  that  the 
Liewis  VuUiamy  never  in  any  way  interfered  in  the 
uit  or  proceedings,  or  paid  any  sum  of  money  to  the 
Dortgagees  in  the  said  suit;  but  the  defendant,  after 
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the  said  foreclosure  decree  had  been  obtained,  paid  U 

said   Lewis  Vulliamy  all    principal  and  interest  mo: 

due  to  him,  and  obtained  some  conveyance  or  a^signr 

from  him,  and  the  defendant  Henry  Ward  in  fact  cl 

to  be  now  the  absolute  owner  of  all  the  said  mortgi 

premises.      The  plaintiff  charges,  and  it  is  the  fact, 

under  and  by  virtue  of  certain  assignments  or  assurai 

executed  to  him  by  the  said  Edwin  Leaf,  and  Jog 

Baily,  and  Lewis  Vulliamy,  the  defendant  has,  since 

subsequent  report  of  the  Master  in  the  said  suit  and 

alleged  final  decree  of  foreclosure,  been  and  is.  noi» 

possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  i 

premises  comprised  in  the  said  mortgaged  premises. 

the  absolute  owner  thereof,  and  that  he  in  fact,  by 

clerk,  the  said  William  Henry  Stemp,  or  otherwise, 

received  and  applied  for  his  own  use  all  the  rents 

profits  of  the  said  hereditaments  which  have  become  < 

since  the  date  of  the  Master's  report  of  the  21st  da} 

December,   1848,  including  all  the  rents  which  becj 

due  on  the  25th  day  of  December,  1848,  and  which  w 

received  by  said  William  Henry  Stemp  previously  to 

said  15th  day  of  March,  1849,  as  well  as  all  the  re 

which  have  since  accrued  due. 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  the  said  principal  sunw 
5500/.  and  1000/.  respectively,  and  the  interest  ( 
thereon,  either  belonged  originally  to  and  were  resp 
tivcly  the  proper  moneys  of  the  defendant,  or  that 
same  have  respectively  been  paid  by  the  defendant  Hei 
Ward,  and  that  neither  of  them  the  said  Edwin  Lc 
Joseph  Baily,  and  Lewis  Vulliamy  now  has  any  inter 
in  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  and  they  are  not  neo 
sary  parties  to  this  suit.  The  said  Edwin  Leaf,  Jose 
Baily,  and  Lewis  Vulliamy,  lef\^^  all  matters  relati 
thereto  to  the  absolute  discretion  of  the  said  Henry  Wai 
and  that  they  respectively  acted  at  the  instigation 
under  the  advice  of  the  said  defendant,  and  that  the  a 
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efendant  in  fact  took  tlie  several  steps  and  proceedings 
foresaid,  and  availed  himself  of  liis  position  as  mort- 
gagee and  solicitor  to  the  mortgagees,  and  of  tlie  know- 
edge  of  the  position  and  circumstances  of  the  plaintiff, 
md  of  the  value  of  said  mortgaged  prednises  acquired  by 
k  defendant  whilst  acting  and  by  acting  as  the  plaintiffs 
wKcitor,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  thereby  to 
)ecome  absolute  owner  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises. 
Under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated  the  plaintiff 
jhirges,  as  the  facts  are,  that  the  said  alleged  foreclosure 
lecree  so  obtained  by  the  said  Henry  Ward  in  the  name 
)f  the  said  Lewis  VuUiamy  as  aforesaid,  was  obtained  by 
the  defendant  for  his  own  benefit  by  improper  and  coUu- 
HTe  proceedings,  and  by  pressure  upon  the  plaintiff, 
ind  that  the  proceedings  in  the  said  suit  were  illusory, 
ud  that  the  said  suit  was  not  in  fact  instituted  for  the 
porpose  of  realizing  the  securities  of  any  or  either  of 
4e  eaid  mortgagees,  or  for  their  benefit,  or  under  the 
Jirection  or  with  the  privity  or  concurrence  of  any  or 
either  of  the  mortgagees  other  than  the  defendant,  and 
that  under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated  the  said 
foreclosure  decree  is  not  binding  and  conclusive  ui)on  the 
plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  improper  and  fraudulent  con- 
Juct  and  breach  of  duty  of  the  defendant  Henry  Ward, 
wd  that  the  said  foreclosure  decree  ought  to  be  opened, 
ttd  that  the  plaintiff  ought  as  against  the  defendant,  who 
oow  chums  to  be  absolutely  entitled  thereto,  and  is  the 
only  person  now  interested  therein  (except  the  plaintiflT), 
to  be  allowed  to  redeem  the  said  mortgaged  premises 
vpon  payment  of  all  principal  and  interest  moneys 
wcured  by  the  said  hereinbefore-stated  mortgages  of  the 
4th  day  of  November,  1844,  and  the  5th  day  of  May, 
1B45,  and  also  the  said  second  mortgage  of  the  10th  day 
rf  September,  1848,  and  of  all  such  costs  as  are  properly 
due  or  payable  in  respect  of  the  said  mortgaged  securi- 
ties, or  otherwise ;  and  that  an  account  ought  to  be  taken 
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of  the  interest  due  upon  the  said  principal  sums  since  tii 

15th  day  of  March^   1849^  and  the  same  ought  to  b 

tidded  to  the  amount  found  due  in  the  said  former  suit  u 

to  that  date,  and  that  an  account  ought  to  be  taken  of  th 

rents  and  profits  of  the  said  messuages  and  premise 

received  by  or  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  or  hi 

clerk,  the  said  William  Henry  Stemp,  or  any  person  o 

persons,  by  the  order  or  for  the  use  of  the  defendant  o; 

the  said  Lewis  Vulliamy,  not  already  given  credit  for  ii 

the  said  former  suit,  and  that  the  amount  which  shall  b( 

so  found  due  in  respect  of  such  receipts  ought  to  bi 

deducted  from  the  whole  amount  which  shall  be  so  foanii 

due  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs  upon  the  said  mort 

gage  securities ;  and  that  u))on  payment  of  the  balanci 

which  shall  be  found  duo  upon  the  said  securities  aftei 

the  said  deductions,  which  payment  the  plaintiff  ofiers  tc 

make,  the  defendant  ought  to  be  decreed  to  re-assign  the 

said  mortgaged  premises  to  the  plaintiff  free  from  all  in* 

cumbrances  made,  created,  or  occasioned  since  the  death 

of  the  said  mortgagees,  and,  if  necessary,  the  defendant 

ought  to  be  declared  to  be  a  trustee  of  the  said  premisee, 

subject  only  to  the  said  principal  and  interest  moneys 

and  costs  so  due  as  aforesaid. 

The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared — 

1.  Tlmt  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  as  against  the  de- 
fendant, to  redeem  the  said  mortgages  of  5500/.  and 
1000/.,  on  i)ayment  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  and 
that  subject  thereto  the  defendant  was  a  trustee  for  the 
plaintiff. 

2.  Tliat  interest,  or  subsequent  interest,  might  be 
computed  on  the  principal  sums  remaining  due  on  the 
mortgage  securities,  as  from  the  15th  day  of  March,  1849, 
and  might  be  added  to  wliat  was  found  due  up  to  thtt 
date ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  rents 
and  profits  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  or  Vul- 
liamy, as  from  the  I5tli  Marcli,  1849,  and  not  accounted 
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or  in  Stemp's  account ;  and  that  it  might  be  declared 
liat  the  defendant  was  chargeable  therewith^  and  that 
lie  same  might  be  deducted  from  the  principal  monies^ 
aterest,  and  costs  found  due  on  the  said  mortgage 
lecorities^  and  that  on  payment  of  the  balance  (if  any) 
lue  to  the  defendant  the  defendant  might  be  decreed  to 
wign  and  assure  to  the  plaintiff  the  mortgaged  premises 
Gree  from  incumbrances. 
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Mr.  G^ard  and  Mr.  Bevir^  for  ground  of  demurrer,     Argument. 
sabmitted  that  the  bill  asked  to  open  the  foreclosure 
decree  as  to  one  only  of  the  parties  to  such  decree. 

His  Honour  then  called  on  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to 
rapport  the  bilL 


Mr.  Matins  and  Mr.  Evetitt  for  the  plaintiff. — It  was 
contended  that  the  bill  was  demurrable  on  the  ground 
thtt  the  plaintiff  had  not  brought  the  other  parties  to  the 
deeree  before  the  Court ;  but  the  demurrer  admitted  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  and  those  allegations 
were,  that  the  defendant  to  this  bill  was  the  real  actor 
who  had  used  the  names  of  the  other  mortgagees  for  his 
own  purposes.  It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the 
demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

Bat,  if  this  were  the  hearing,  and  the  allegations  in  the 
Wl  were  proved,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  a 
decree  on  the  present  frame  of  the  record.  The  defence 
w»8,  m  substance,  a  former  decree  of  this  Court  defeating 
tke  phiintiff's  right ;  "  but  on  a  suggestion  of  gross  fraud 
wrt  denied,  as  here,  the  Court  will,  upon  an  original  bill, 
ferrule  a  plea  of  decree  and  report  confirmed :"  Lhyd  v. 
Jfinteff  (a).  In  that  case  the  bill  alleged  that  a  foreclosure 
decree  had  been  obtained  by  fraud,  to  which  the  defend- 
^  pleaded  a  foreclosure  decree  and  report,  both  made 
^Inte,  signed,  and  enrolled ;  but  the  Lord  Chancellor 

(a)  2  P.  Wms.  73. 
J  2 
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said  ^^all  these  circumstances  of  fraud  ought  to  be  u 
which  the  defendant  has  not  done/'  and  directed 
to  be  overruled,  and  not  to  stand  for  an  answer. 

In  Harvey  v.  Tebbidt  (a),  where  a  mortgagee 
the  right  to  redeem,  on  the  ground  of  a  foreclosui 
coUusively  obtained,  the  Court  opened  the  dec 
decreed  the  mortgagee  to  pay  so  much  of  the  cos 
suit  as  was  occasioned  by  such  resistance. 

In  this  case  there  was  this  further  ingredient, 
defendant  was  the  plaintiff's  solicitor.  In  B 
Wilford  (i),  where  an  attorney,  the  solicitor  and 
of  the  testator,  advised  him  to  levy  a  fine,  and  af 
claimed  as  his  heir-at-law  (his  will  being  revoke 
operation  of  the  fine) ;  he  was  held  a  trustee  of  t 
for  the  devisees,  on  the  ground  that  no  professi( 
can  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrc 

In  Gore  v.  Stackpool  {c)y  where  the  bill  pra 
the  plaintiff  might  be  decreed  entitled  to  redem{ 
re-conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  estates,  notwith 
the  decrees  and  proceedings  that  had  been  takeuj 
to  all  proper  accounts,  Lord  Kedesdale  decreed 
proceedings  in  the  foreclosure  decree  void. 

In  Archbold  v.  The  Commissioners  of  Charitabl 
tions  {d)  the  bill  alleged  fraud,  which  was  not 
but  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  relief  ( 
grounds. 

l^Bowen  v.  Evans  {e),  Burgh  v.  Langton  (/),  G 
Jackson  (g),  Hiern  v.  MilKJi)  were  also  cited.] 


Judgment, 


The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff,  seeking  to  open  a  foi 
decree,  admits  the  validity  of  the  decree  as  to  thn 


(fl)  ]  Jac.  &  W.  197. 
(h)  2  CI.  &  Fin.  181, 102. 
(c)  1  Dow.  18. 
id)  2  H.  of  L.  C.  440, 


{e)  2  H.  of  L.  C.  25 
(/)  5  B.  P.  C.  213, 
(g)  1  S.  &  G.  97. 
(h)  1»3  Ve«.  114. 
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parties  in  the  foreclosure  suit,  and  endeavours  to  re-open 
it  only  as  regards  the  fourth.  The  decree  for  foreclosure 
cannot  be  opened  without  impeaching  the  whole  decree. 
The  plaintiff,  moreover,  is  willing  to  recognise  acts  under 
the  decree,  such  as  the  alleged  assignments  by  the  present 
defendant  to  the  other  mortgagees,  but  seeks  neverthe- 
less to  set  the  decree  aside,  on  the  ground  of  irregularity 
and  fraud.  The  relief  granted  by  the  Court,  under  the 
general  prayer,  must  be  consistent  with  the  other  relief 
prayed  by  the  bill,  and  a  redemption  suit  cannot  be 
turned  into  one  for  other  purix)8es.  The  demurrer  must 
be  allowed  with  costs,  and  without  leave  to  amend. 
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PRATT  V.  BULL. 

A  HIS  was  a  demurrer.  The  bill  alleged  that  Thomas 
Bull  executed  a  certain  paper  writing  purporting  to  be 
his  will,  dated  the  7th  August,  1860,  by  which  he  made 
certwn  dis}X)sition8  of  his  property  : — 

Shortly  after  the  deatli  of  the  said  Thomas  Bull  the 
elder,  the  said  defendant,  as  the  alleged  executor  thereof, 
projwunded  the  said  paper  writing,  or  alleged  will,  in  her 
ilajesty's  Court  of  Probate ;  but  J  ohn  Bull,  as  the  eldest 
8on  and  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Thomas  Bull  the  elder, 
^d  as  one  of  his  next  of  kin,  lodged  a  caveat  against  the 
probate  of  the  said  will  on  the  ground  that  the  said 
Thomas  Bull  the  elder  was,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
^te  and  execution  of  his  said  alleged  will,  of  unsound 
i^,  and  was  incapable  of  making  a  valid  will;  and  in 
^neequence  of  such  caveat  the  said  defendant  instituted 
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a  suit  In  the  said  Court  of  Probate  to  try  the  vali 
the  said  alleged  will^  and  to  which  suit  the  saic 
BuU^  as  such  heir-at-law  and  one  of  such  next  of 
the  said  Thomas  Bull  the  elder  deceased,  and  al8< 
Anne  Bull^  the  daughter  and  another  of  the  next 
of  the  said  Thomas  Bull  the  elder  deceased,  wei 
defendants,  and  the  said  suit  came  on  for  trial 
5th  day  of  February,  1861,  before  Sir  Cresswell 
well,  judge  of  the  said  Court  of  Probate ;  and  j 
such  trial  the  said  suit  and  the  proceedings  there: 
compromised,  and  an  order  was  thereupon  made 
said  learned  judge  whereby  it  was  ordered  by  the 
with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  their  counsel  i 
tornies,  that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  ] 
in  the  said  suit  (meaning  the  said  defendant  her 
all  the  issues,  and  with  the  like  consent  it  was 
that  the  same  plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  said  Mar 
Bull,  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  said  suit,  and  \ 
one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  said  Thomas  Bull  tl 
as  aforesaid,  an  annuity,  or  yearly  sum  of  251. 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  and  that  the  sa 
might  be  made  a  rule  of  the  said  Court  at  the  : 
of  either  of  the  parties,  if  the  said  Court  should 

Shortly  after  the  said  suit  in  the  said  Court  of 
was  so  compromised,  and  the  said  order  thereir 
made  as  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant  proved  the  t 
of  the  said  Thomas  Bull  the  elder  in  Her  Majes' 
Court  of  Probate,  and  he  the  said  defendant  th 
became  and  now  is  the  sole  legal  personal  repres 
of  the  said  Thomas  Bull  the  elder  deceased. 

On  the  8th  day  of  May,  1861,  the  said  Mai 
Bull,  through  Mr.  Walter  Hamilton  Davis,  of 
Golden  Square,  Regent  Street,  in  the  county  of 
sex  aforesaid,  as  her  solicitor,  caused  a  memorai 
minute  of  the  said  order  of  the  said  Court  of  Pr 
be  left  with  the  senior  Master  of  the  Court  of  "( 
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Pleas**  at  Westminster,  who  forthwith  entered  the  same 
iu  the  proper  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  in  pursuance  of 
the  statute  of  the  1st  and  2nd  Victoria,  chapter  110,  and 
fQch  memorandum  or  minute  contained  the  name  of  the 
•aid defendant  as  the  person  whose  estate  was  intended  to 
»  affected  by  the  said  order;  and  the  Cottage,  New 
lampton,  Middlesex,  was  mentioned  as  the  usual  or  last 
3M)wn  place  of  abode  of  the  said  defendant;  and  the 
lescription  of  "  gentleman  farmer,"  as  the  title,  trade,  or 
irofession  of  the  said  defendant;  and  the  said  Court  of 
i^robate  and  the  title  of  the  said  suit  therein  was  men- 
ioned  as  the  court  and  title  of  the  cause  in  which  such 
der  had  been  made;  and  the  5th  day  of  February,  1861, 
ras  mentioned  as  the  date  of  such  order,  and  the  account 
tf  damages  thereby  ordered  to  be  paid  was  therein  men- 
ioned  to  be  251.  per  atmum* 

The  hereinbefore  mentioned  order  of  the  said  Court  of 
^robate  was  on  the  24th  day  of  July,  1861,  upon  appli- 
ation  on  behalf  of  the  said  Mary  Anne  Bull,  ordered  by 
heaaid  Judge  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Probate  to  be 
uide,  and  was  accordingly  made  a  rule  of  the  said  Court. 

A  memorandum  or  minute  of  the  said  rule  of  the  said 
'ourt  of  Probate,  containing  all  the  particulars  contained 
a  the  said  memorandum  or  minute  of  the  hereinbefore 
mentioned  order,  was  on  the  19th  day  of  October,  1861, 
Bfl  by  the  said  Mary  Anne  Bull,  through  the  said  Mr. 
'Valter  Hamilton  Davis,  as  her  solicitor,  with  the  said 
enior  Master  of  the  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at 
Westminster,   who    forthwith    entered    the  particulars 
hereof  of  the   said  rule   as  set  forth  in  the  said  last 
mentioned  memorandum,  in  the  proper  book  kept  for  that 
^lurpose,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  statute  of  the  Ist  and 
'^Victoria,  cap.  110,  sec.  19,  and  the  registration  of  the 
aid  memorandum  or  minute  of  the  said  rule  is  still  sub*- 
^<ung  and  in  full  force. 

A  memorandum  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of 
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251.  was  also  on  the  said  19th  day  October,  1861,  duly 
registered  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  of  the  18th 
Victoria,  chapter  15,  as  against  the  estate  of  the  said 
defendant,  and  such  last  mentioned  registration  is  still 
subsisting  and  in  full  force ;  the  said  Mary  Anne  BuU, 
to  whom  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  25L  is  secured 
and  made  payable  during  her  life  as  aforesaid,  being  still 
living. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  16th  November,  1861, 
Mary  Anne  Bull  assigned  the  annuity  to  the  plaintiffii, 
with  i)ower  to  receive  and  give  receipts  for  the  same. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  the  testator  was  entitled  to 
certain  leasehold  hereditaments  at  St.  John's  Wood,  and 
other  parts  of  London,  one  of  which  was  subject  to  i 
mortgage. 

The  defendant,  on  obtaining  probate  of  the  testator't 
will,  entered  into  }x>ssession  of  the  said  leasehold  premises 

The  hereinbefore  mentioned  order  and  rule  of  the  said 
Court  of  Probate  so  respectively  registered  in  the  saiJ 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  aforesaid,  have  under  and  b] 
virtue  of  the  said  statute  of  the  Ist  and  2nd  Victoria 
chapter  110,  the  same  effect  as  a  judgment  in  one  of  th( 
superior  Courts  of  Common  Law  at  ^Westminster;  aiK 
such  registration  as  aforesaid  constitutes  the  said  annuit] 
or  yearly  sum  of  251.  for  the  life  of  the  said  Mary  Ajum 
Bull,  a  valid  charge  upon  all  the  freehold  and  leasehol( 
hereditaments  and  premises  of  the  said  defendant 
including  all  the  said  several  leasehold  premises  whicl 
were  the  property  of  the  said  Thomas  Bull  the  elde) 
deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death  as  aforesaid;  and  th( 
said  plaintiff  is  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  aforedai< 
registrations,  and  the  hereinbefore  stated  indenture  of  th< 
IGth  day  of  November,  1861,  entitled  to  such  charge 
and  to  the  same  remedies  in  this  Honourable  Court  * 
against  the  said  several  leasehold  premises  in  the  sauK 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  he,  the  said  plaintiff 
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would  have  been  in  case  the  said  defendant  had,  as  he  in 
£ict  had,  |K)wer  to  charge  the  same  several  leasehold 
premises,  and  had  by  writing  under  his  hand  agreed  to 
charge  the  same  several  leasehold  premises,  witli  the 
amount  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  251.  during 
the  life  of  the  said  Mary  Anne  Bull;  and  under  the 
circumstances  aforesaid  the  said  plaintiff  is  advised,  and 
hereby  charges,  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  13th  section  of  the  said  statute  of  the  1st  and  2nd 
Fictoria,  chapter  110,  the  said  plaintiff  has  now  a  right 
to  enforce,  and  to  proceed  in  this  Honourable  Court  to 
obtain  the  benefit  of^  such  charge  as  aforesaid;  the  said 
rule  of  the  said  Court  of  Probate  having  been  obtained 
more  than  one  year  prior  to  the  filing  of  this  bill  of 
complaint,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  24th  day  of  July,  1861; 
and  the  obtaining  of  such  rule,  and  the  subsequent  regis- 
tration thereof  as  aforesaid,  being  tantamount  to  having 
entered  up  a  judgment  against  the  said  defendant  on  the 
said  24th  day  of  July,  1861;  and  having  subsequently 
registered  such  judgment  in  the  said  Court  of  Common 
Pleas. 

The  bill  alleged  that  under  the  circumstances  the 
plaintiff  had  become  entitled  to  have  the  annuity  paid  out 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold  premises. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendant,  as  executor  and  sole 
beneficial  legatee  of  the  testator's  will,  and  with  a  view  of 
defeating  the  order  and  rule  of  the  Court  of  Probate, 
^  put  up  the  property  for  sale  by  auction,  but  had 
Wghtit  in.  The  bill  asked  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  sale,  and  prayed  for  a  declaration — 

h  That  the  annuity  was  a  charge  on  all  the  said  lease- 
l^ld  premises  to  which  the  testator  was  entitled  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  as  against  the  defendant  and  all 
persons  claiming  through  or  in  trust  for  him,  and  on  the 
eqnity  of  redemption  of  those  in  mortgage. 

2*  That  the  arrears  and  future  payments  of  the  said 
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annuity  of  25/.  during  the  life  of  the  said  Mary  An 
Bull,  might  be  paid  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  t 
said  leaseholds,  or  out  of  the  dividends  and  interest 
accrue  duly  on  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  the  « 
leaseholds. 

3.  That,  in  case  the  leaseholds  should  be  sold,  a  sui 
cient  part  of  the  proceeds  to  answer  the  annuity  shoi 
be  laid  out  and  invested,  with  liberty  to  apply. 

The  bill  further  prayed  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  1 
defendant  from  completing  the  sale,  or  encumbering  1 
premises,  without  paying  into  Court  a  sufficient  sum 
answer  the  annuity,  and  also  from  receiving  the  rents  a 
profits  of  the  leasehold  premises.  The  bill  also  asked 
a  receiver,  and  all  necessary  accounts. 


Argument. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Hardy  for  the  demurrer. — 1 
object  of  this  bill  is  to  obtain  a  declaration  of  the  Coi 
that  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Probate  for  the  payment 
an  annuity  operates  as  a  charge  on  the  leasehold  estal 
The  question  turns  mainly  on  the  construction  of  ' 
25th  section  of  the  20  &  21  Vic.  c.  77,  s.  25. 
that  section  it  is  enacted  that  the  Court  of  Probate  si 
have  the  like  powers  for  enforcing  its  orders  as  are  ves 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery.  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
Legislature  does  not  say  that  the  order  of  the  Couri 
Probate  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  the  orders  of 
Court  of  Chancery,  but  simply  that  there  shall  be 
same  authority  for  enforcing  its  decrees.  Now,  il 
not  under  its  power  to  enforce  its  decrees  that  a  dec 
of  this  Court  charges  the  land,  but  by  virtue  of  a  disti 
provision  in  the  1  &  2  Vic.  c.  110,  ss.  13  and  18,  wh 
enact  that  a  judgment  entered  up  in  any  of  herMajesI 
Superior  Courts  at  Westminster,  shall  operate  as  a  cha 
on  all  lands,  and  that  decrees  and  rules  of  the  Court 
equity  and  law  should  be  considered  judgments.  1 
can  this  enactment  apply  to  decrees  of  the  Court 
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P  Clearly  not^  as  it  was  not  called  into  existence 
teen  years  afterwards.  If,  indeed,  the  1  &  2 
10,  had  anywhere  declared  that  the  decrees  of  the 
stical  Courts  then  in  existence  should  operate  to 
eal  estate,  there  might  be  some  colour  for  the 
;  up  by  this  bill,  inasmuch  as  the  Court  of  Probate 
siud  to  represent  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  but 
nee  of  any  such  provision  clearly  shows  that  it 

the'  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  invest  the 
)f  the  Probate  Court  with  the  same  power  to  bind 
te  as  the  Superior  Courts  of  law  and  equity.  It 
n  that  in  terms  the  Legislature  has  not  done  so. 
tinction  is  quite  reasonable.  It  does  not  come 
J  within  the  scope  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
>f  Probate   to   direct  payment  of  any  sum  of 

In  this  particular  case  a  proceeding  in  the 
as  compromised,  and  the  compromise  was  made 
f  court.  If  the  plaintiff  has  any  remedy  under 
ir,  it  is  in  the  Court  that  made  it:  The  Thames 
arks  Company  v.  Patent  Derrick  Company  (a). 
jr,  if  the  order  is  not  under  the  statute  a 
m  land,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  Kegistration 
it  make  it  so.  (&). 
ly,  the  bill  does  not  allege  that  the  annuity  was 


1S62. 


ArgutMnt* 


falins  and  Mr.  BiUon  for  the  bill. — ^The  25th  sec. 


)h.  k  Hem.,  93, 101. 
k  21  Vic.  c.  77,  s.  25.— 
It  of  Probate  ihallhave 
Dwers,  jurifldiction,  and 
for  enforcing  the  attend- 
jteraons  required  by  it 
id,  and  for  punishing 
ailing,  neglecting,  or 
I  i^pear,  or  to  be  sworn, 
affinnation  or  dedara- 
ghre  eridence,  or  guilty 


of  contempt,  and  generally  for 
enforcing  all  orders,  decrees,  and 
judgments  made  or  given  by 
the  Ck)urt  under  this  Act,  and 
otherwise  in  relation  to  the 
matters  to  be  enquired  into  and 
done  by  or  under  the  orders  of  the 
Court,  as  are  by  law  vested  in  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery  for  such 
purposes  in  relation  to  any  suit  or 
matter  depending  in  such  Court. 
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of  the  20  &  21  Vic.  c.  77,  gave  the  Court  of  Proba 
same  powers  for  enforcing  its  orders  as  the  other  Su 
Courts  had  at  that  time.  What  were  those  po 
One  of  them,  and  perliaps  the  most  valuable,  was  a 
to  make  a  decree  which  fastened  on  the  land.  Ther 
was  that  power  to  be  excepted?  It  was  not  the  qu 
whether  the  1  &  2  Vic.  c.  110  gave  to  the  Pi 
Court  the  power  in  question,  but  whether,  having 
was  admitted  it  did,  conferred  that  power  on  the  Su 
Courts,  the  Act  of  1857,  which  enacted  that  the  Pj 
Court  should  have  all  the  powers  which  the  other  Su 
Courts  then  had,  did  not  include  this,  the  most  imp( 
one. 

It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  demurrer 
to  be  overruled  with  costs. 


Mr.  Bacon  was  heard  in  reply. 


Judgment. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

If  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Probate  is  to  have  the 
and  eflTect  of  a  judgment  of  a  Court  of  law,  or  a  ( 
or  order  of  this  Court,  it  must  have  that  force  and 
either  by  express  words  in  the  Act  of  Parliament 
constituted  the  Court,  or  by  necessary  implication 
the  language  of  that  Act  and  of  the  Act  of  1  &  1 
c.  110,  construed  with  reference  to  each  other. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Court  of  Probate  was  not  in  exii 
at  the  time  when  the  1  &  2  Vic.  c.  1 10  was  passed,  it 
likely  that  there  can  be  found  in  that  Act  words  to  si 
the  case  made  by  the  bill.  The  words  of  that  A 
confined  to  judgments  of  the  Superior  Courts  of 
mon  law  at  Westminster,  and  orders  and  decrees  < 
High  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  Act  of  the  20  &  21  Vic.  c.  77,  which  const: 
the  Court  of  Probate,  might  have  declared,  and  pro 
would  have  expressly  declared  if  the   Legislatun 
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so  intended,  that  all  orders,  judgments,  and  decrees  of 
that  Court  should   have   the  same  force  and   effect   as 
judgments  of  the   Superior   Courts  of  common   law   at 
Westminster,  and  orders  and  decrees  of  the  High  Court 
of  Chancery.     There  are,  however,  no  such  express  words 
to  be  found  in  the  20  &  21  Vic.  c.  77.     But  in  the  25th 
section  there  are  very  remarkable  words,  which  say,  that 
"the  Court  of  Probate  shall  have  like  powers,  jurisdic- 
tion, and  avLthority  for  enforcing  all  orders,  decrees,  and 
judgments  made  or  given  by  the  Court  under  that  Act, 
and  otherwise  in  relation  to  the  matters  to  be  inquired  into 
and  done  by  or  under  the  orders  of  the  Court  under  that 
Act,  as  are  by  law  vested  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery 
for  such   purposes   in   relation   to   any    suit   or    matter 
depending  in  such  Court."     That  section,  in  plain  lan- 
guage, gives  to  the  Court  of  Probate  only  authority  to 
enforce  its  own  orders.     It  may  enforce  its  own  orders  in 
the  same   manner  as  the  orders  of  this  Court  can  be 
enforced,  by  writs  of  execution,  or  in  such  other  lawful 
manner  as  will  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  practice  of 
this  Court.     But  the  power  of  enforcing  an  order  is  one 
thing,  and  the  force  and  effect  of  an  order  are  another ; 
and  if  I  am  asked  to  construe  these  clauses  which  relate 
to  the  power  of  enforcing   the   orders  of  the  Probate 
Court  as  meaning  that  its   orders  shall  have  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  judgments  of  a  Superior  Court  of 
law,  and  decrees  and  orders  of  this  Court,  there  seems  to 
h«  no  language  or  authority  to  enable  me  to  do  so.     On 
the  contrary,  there  are  two  circumstances  which  seem  to 
'wtrain  this  Court  from  putting  any  such  large  construc- 
tion upon  the  words,  "  the  power  of  enforcing  all  orders, 
decrees,  and  judgments,  made  or  given  by  the  Court  of 
Probate."    The  Legislature,  in  constituting  the  Court  of 
Probate,  constituted  it  as  a  Court  for  a  peculiar  and  ex- 
^rdinary  jurisdiction,  which  was  theretofore  exercised, 
^t  by  a  Court  of  the  Queen,  but  by  the  Ecclesiastical 
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Courts^  which  were  constituted  for  the  purpose  of 
deciding  all  questions  relating  to  the  validity  of  wills, 
and  for  granting  probates  and  letters  of  administration. 
These  matters  are  now  made  the  prominent  objects  of  tk 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Probate.  There  is  no  juris- 
diction  over  matters  of  debt  given  by  this  Act  of  Parlii- 
ment^  though  it  is  very  true  that  there  is  nothing  to  restrain 
the  Court  from  making  orders  for  the  payment  of  costs,  or 
sums  of  money  agreed  to  be  paid  in  cases  of  compromise; 
and  no  doubt  such  orders  would  be  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court. 

But,  considering  the  character  of  the  Court — its  great 
scope,  and  the  object  of  its  jurisdiction — a  judgment  in  the 
sense  of  a  peremptory  order  of  the  Court  against  a  debtor 
at  the  instance  of  a  creditor  would  be  foreign  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Probate. 

This  is  explained  by  the  Act  of  Parliament;  for,  on 
looking  at  the  83rd  section,  (a)  I  find  that  the  Court  of 
Probate  has  a  jurisdiction  to  exact  a  bond  of  security 
from  those  who  are  intrusted  as  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, with  power  to  collect  and  administer  the  assets  of 
deceased  persons,  the  amount  of  which  is  fixed  by  the 
Court;  and  this  is  done  to  create  an  obligation  as  between 
a  debtor  and  a  creditor.  The  jurisdiction  of  tlie  Court 
of  Probate  is  to  exact  such  a  bond,  but  the  Act  directs 
that  bonds  so  exacted  shall  not  be  the  subject  of  litigation 
in  the  Court  of  Probate,  but  shall  be  enforced  in  a  Court 


(a)  83rd  section.  "  The  Court 
may,  on  application  made  on 
motion  or  petition  in  a  summary 
way,  and  on  being  satisfied  that 
the  condition  of  any  such  bond 
(prescribed  by  the  dlst  section) 
has  been  broken,  order  one  of  the 
registrars  of  the  Court  to  assign 
the  same  to  some  person  to  be 
named  in  such  order,  and  such 
person,  his  executors  or  adminis- 


trators, shall  thereupon  be  entitled 
to  sue  on  the  said  bond  in  his  own 
name,  both  at  law  and  in  equity^ 
as  if  the  same  had  been  originillj 
given  to  him  instead  of  to  the 
judge  of  the  Court,  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive,  as  trustee  for 
all  persons  interested,  the  full 
amount  recoverable  in  respect  of 
any  breach  of  the  condition  oi 
the  said  bond* 
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mon  law,  or  in  a  Court  of  equity.  All  this  seems 
w  that  a  judgment,  which  in  a  general  sense  is  an 
}f  a  Court  to  be  enforced  by  a  creditor  against  a 
,  is  not  the  sort  of  order  which  is  within  the  proper 
smd  province  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 

these  reasons  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  con- 
f  the  language  of  the  Act,  so  as  to  say  that  the 
of  the  25th  section  give  to  the  orders  of  the  Probate 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  judgments  of  a  court 
,  or  the  decrees  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  I  am, 
►re,  of  opinion  that  this  demurrer  must  be  allowed, 
ith  costs. 
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1868. 


Judgment, 


SCAMMELL  t^.  LIGHT. 


Nov,  19,  20. 


J  was  a  demurrer.     The  bill  prayed —  BUi  to  ad- 

liat  the  estate  of  a  person  named  James  Light  ™|°»^*<er  the 
be  administered  in  this  Court,  and  proper  accounts  deceased  per- 

-  son  found 

d,  &C.  &C.  lunatic  by 

liat  for  the  purposes  aforesaid  proper  accounts  might  an™  for  an"' 
en  of  the  dealings  and  transactions  of  the  defend-  account  of  the 

*^  dealings  of 

»pectively  in  respect  of  the  testator's  estate  and  the  defend- 

ky  between  the  11th  September,  1848  (tlie  date  estate  from 

lunacy)  and  his  death,  and  of  the  monies  received  |5*  lunacy  till 

defendants  in  respect  of  such  dealing's  and  trans-  ^If  dMiu 

' .       .  °  alleging  fraud. 

,  and  of  the  application   thereof,  and  that  the      Demurrer 

by  the  defend- 
)  were  the  executors  and  trustees  of  a  will  made  before  the  lunacy,  and  also  com- 
id  surety  under  the  commission,  that  the  proper  jurisdiction  was  in  lunacy— 
1  with  costs. 
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180*2. 

SCAMXBLL 

r. 
Light. 

Statement, 


l)alances  due   from   the   defendants   respectively  to  the 
testator's  estate  might  be  asccrtnined^  and  that  tlie  defend- 
ants might  be  cliargcd  in  account  with  such  balances,  and 
with  interest  thereon  after  such  rate  and  during  such 
periods  as  to  tliis  Court  should  seem  just. 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  and  prior  to  1848^  up  to  the 
issuing  of  the  commission,  James  Sign,  the  testator,  was 
engaged  in  partnership  with  the  defendant  John  Light, 
and  was  entitled  to  considerable  balances  due  from  die 
said  John  Light.     He  also  carried  on  business  on  hb  own 
account,  and  was  entitled  to  a  considerable  amount  due  on 
book  debts.     He  was  also  entitled  to  certain  real  estate. 
In  September,  1848,  the  testator  became  of  unsound 
mind,  whereupon  the  defendant  John  Light  took  on  him 
to  act  as  trustee  on  behalf  of  the  testator,  and  receiyed 
and  dealt  with  the  property  in  concert  with  the  defend- 
ant, Thomas  Tate.     On  the  11th  September,  1848,  the 
defendant  Light  caused  the  lunatic  to  be  removed  to  a 
lunatic  asylum.      The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendant 
Light  had  received  considerable  sums  of  money  belonging 
to  the  lunatic  in  December,  1848.     The  defendant  Light 
presented  a  petition,  praying  for  a  commission  in  lunacj. 
A  commission  was  accordingly  issued,  and  on  the  20th 
January,  1849,  Sign  was  found  lunatic.     At  the  date  of 
the  .commission  the  defendant  Light  knew  that  the  lunatic 
had  made  his  will,  prepared  by  Mr.  Brown,  the  solictor  . 
to  the  commission,  and  that  the  defendants  had  been 
ap|X)inted  executors  and  trustees  thereof.     After  the  com- 
mission it  was  agreed  between  the  defendants  that  the 
defendant  Light  should  procure  the  defendant  Tate  to 
be  appointed  committee  of  the   person  and  the  estate 
of  the   lunatic,  and  that  Light  should  become  one  of 
the  sureties.     The  bill  then  proceeded  to  allege  a  series 
of  fraudulent  and  improper  proceedings,  committed  hy 
the  committee  and  John  Light,  acting  in  concert  toge- 
ther, such  as  concealing  and  understating  the  value  of 
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testAtor's  share  in  the  business.  That  the  defend- 
Light  was  allowed  to  receive  the  amount,  under 
arrangement  between  him  and  the  committee,  which 
J  concealed  from  tlie  Lord  Chancellor.  That  the 
J  of  the  lunatic's  property  was  also  managed  by  Light 
ler  the  said  agreement.  That  the  said  Light  re- 
tted large  sums  in  his  hands,  let  for  hire  the  vessels 
which  the  lunatic  had  shares,  and  sold  some  of  them. 
At  no  part  of  the  monies  was  invested,  or  paid  into 
art,  but  the  same  were  retained  bv  John  Light  in  his 
n  handstand  mixed  with  his  own  moneys,  and  employed 
his  own  trade,  and  remained  in  the  possession  of  the 
ieadant  Light  at  the  death  of  the  lunatic.  That,  in 
ler  to  conceal  the  mode  in  which  the  estate  had  been 
lit  with,  the  defendants  agreed  that  the  committee, 
lomas  Tate,  should  not  pass  his  accounts,  which  he 
Fer  did,  except  for  the  first  year,  and  in  that  account 
ne  of  certain  capital  sums  were  mentioned.  The  bill 
ted  sums  to  the  amount  of  3814/.  2s.  b/.,  as  being 
»i?ed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  lunatic.  The  bill  further 
eged  the  defendant  Tate,  with  the  priority  of  Light, 
:  certain  real  estate  belonging  to  the  lunatic,  but  never 
counted  for  the  rents;  that  the  defendants  alleged  that 
ey  had  accounted  for  such  rents,  but  no  account  had  ever 
en  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  any  other  person, 
be  bill  alleged  that  James  Sign,  before  the  lunacy,  made 
B  will,  dated  the  10th  August,  1848,  of  which  he  ap- 
ttntedthe  defendants  executors  and  trustees,  and  whereby 
J  made  certain  dispositions,  under  which  the  plaintiffs 
wl  ultimately  ac([uired  an  interest.  The  testator  died 
I  the  8th  May,  1856.  The  bill  then  proceeded  thus:— 
At  the  funeral  of  the  said  James  Sign  the  defendant 
t)hn  Light  irave  orders,  and  acted  and  conducted  himself 
^  one  of  the  executors  and  trustees  of  the  said  will,  and 
1  that  occasion  the  plaintiff  Henry  Harrison  asked  the 
^fendant  John  Light  whether  the  said  James  Si*pi  liad 
VOL.   IV.  K 


1803. 

SCAMMELL 

V, 

LKillT. 

Statement. 
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1SG2. 

SCAMMBLL 

r. 

LiUlIT. 


Staffwent, 


died  ricli,  to  wliicli  the  defendant  John  Light  replied  thi 
tliere  would  be  plenty  for  all  if  it  was  not  fooled  away  i 
law,  and  upon  the  said  last  named  plaintiff  asking  whatha< 
become  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sales  of  the  saii 
James  Sign's  property,  the  defendant  John  Light  repKec 
that  it  was  in  the  Bank  of  England,  and  as  safe  as  the  bank. 

The  statement  so  made  by  the  defendant  John  Light « 
to  the  investment  of  the  said  money  was  wholly  false.  In 
fact  no  part  of  the  money  arising  from  the  sales  of  the 
said  testator's  property  has  ever  been  invested,  but  the 
greater  part  thereof  remained,  and  was  at  the  death  of 
the  said  James  Sign,  and  still  is,  in  the  hands  of  the  said 
John  Light,  and  tlie  residue  thereof  was  and  the  same 
still  is  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Thomas  Tate. 

Tlie  defendants,  acting  fraudulently  and  in  collusion 
together,  resolved  that  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant  John  Light,  as  aforesaid,  should  be  retained  by 
him  for  the  common  benefit  of  them  the  said  defendants, 
and  that,  in  order  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  the  defendant 
Jolin  Light  accounting  for  the  same,  whicli  they  were 
aware  he  would  be  compelled  to  do  if  he  proved  the  said 
will,  the  same  will  and  codicil  should  be  proved  by  the 
defendant  Thomas  Tate  alone,  Avho  is  a  person  of  little  or 
no  property,  and  that  the  defendant  Thomas  Tate  should 
not  call  upon  or  re([uire  the  defendant  John  Light  to  pay 
over  any  part  of  the  moneys  in  his  hands  on  account  of 
the  said  testator's  estate. 

Accordingly  on  the  12th  July,  1858,  and  not  before,  the 
defendant  Thomas  Tate  alone,  in  pursuance  of  the  said! 
arrangement,  proved  tlie  said  will  and  codicil,  and  the 
defendant  John  Light,  although  he  had  previously  repre- 
sented himself  to  be  and  acted  as  the  executor  and 
trustee  of  the  said  testator,  renounced  probate  of  the 
said  will  and  codicil.  On  that  occasion  the  value  of  the 
said  testator's  estate  Avas  stated  to  be  not  exceeding  the 
sum  of  200/.,  and  duty  was  paid  thereon  accordingly. 
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irauance  of  the  said  fraudulent  arrangement^  the 
nt  Thomas  Tate,  acting  in  collusion  with  the 
nt  John  Light,  has  refused  and  still  refuses  to 
7  proceedings  against  the  said  last-named  defend- 
compel  the  payment  of  the  amount  in  his  hands 
unt  of  the  said  testator's  estate,  or  to  procure  an 
of  the  moneys  received  by  him  the  said  de- 
John  Light,  in  respect  of  su«h  estate. 
le  plaintiffs  are  advised,  the  defendant  John  Light, 
standing  his  renunciation  as  aforesaid,  has  accepted 
ce  of  trustee  and  executor  conferred  upon  him  by 
.  will,  and  is  liable  to  account  for  the  said  testator's 
as  such  executor  and  trustee,  and  cannot  now 
1  the  trusts  of  the  said  will, 
ccount  of  the  said  testator's  estate,  or  of  the  appli- 
hereof,  has  ever  been  furnished  by  the  defendants, 
er  of  them,  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  any  of  them,  and 
endants  liave  refused,  and  still  refuse,  to  furnish 
ih  account. 

'  large  balances  or  sums  of  money  arising  from  the 
Btator's  estate  are  now  in  the  hands  of  the  de- 
«,  but  they  refuse  to  pay  the  same,  or  any  part 
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1S62. 

SOAMMBLL 
LlOHT« 

Statement, 


)roper  account  of  the  said  testator's  estate  can  be 
rithout  ascertaining  the  manner  in  which  the  said 
•'s  estate  was  dealt  with  and  disposed  of  by  the 
ints  respectively  between  the  date  of  his  lunacy 
death;  and  the  defendants  have  never  stated,  and 
sfuse  to  state,  any  such  account,  and  the  same 
be  taken  without  the  assistance  of  this  Honourable 


5  proper  person  ought  to  l)e  appointed  to  receive 
lect  the  testator's  estate. 

defendant  Tate  filed  a   demurrer  and  answer. 
murrer  was  as  follows : — 

90  much   of  the  bill  of  complaint  as  prays  that 

K  2 
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SCAMXBLL 
Vi 

Light. 
Statement, 


accounts  may  be  taken  of  the  dealings  and  transactio: 

thiB  defendant  in  respect  of  tlie  estate  and  properl 

the    testator    James    Sign   in   the   said   bill   mcnti( 

between  the  11th  day  of  September  (the  date  of 

lunacy  of  the  said  testator)  and  his  deaths  and  of 

moneys  received  by  this  defendant  in  respect  of  i 

dealings  and  transactions^  and  of  the  application  thei 

and  as  prays  for  relief  consequent  upon  the  taking 

such  accounts^  and  as  seeks  for  discovery  for  thef 

]X)ses  of  taking  such  accounts   and  consequent  re 

this  defendant  doth  demur^  and  for  cause  of  demui 

showeth  that  this  Honourable  Court  has  no  jurisdict: 

and  that  the  proper  jurisdiction  is  with  the  Lord  Ch 

cellor,  entrusted  with  the  care  and  commitment  of 

custody  of  the   persons  and   estates  of  persons  foi 

idiot,  lunatic,  or  of  unsound  mind ;  and  for  further  ca 

of  demurrer  showeth  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitlec 

this  Honourable  Court  to  any  relief  against  or  discoT 

from  this  defendant,  and  this  defendant  humbly  prays 

judgment  of  this  Honourable  Court  as  to  such  parts  of 

said  bill  as  he  has  so  demurred  to  as  aforesaid.     And 

to  the  residue  of  the  said  bill  of  complaint  this  def 

dant  in  answer,  &c.,  &c. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Green  and  Mr.  Caldecott  for  the  demurrer.—, 
account  against  the  committee  of  a  lunatic  ought  to 
taken  in  Lunacy  and  not  in  Chancery.  In  Re  F\ 
geraldiu)  Lord  Redesdale  said  (A),  "  The  control  of  t 
Court  (over  the  committee)  does  not  determine  by  the  do 
of  the  lunatic.  The  committee  continues  liable  to  accoi 
and  liable  to  all  the  consequences  of  any  misconduct,  a 
bound  to  act  on  delivery  and  possession  as  the  Court  b1 
direct."  The  court  referred  to  was  the  Chancellor  sitti 
in  Lunacy.  If,  then,  the  proper  jurisdiction  was 
Lunacy^  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  not  assume  jur 


(a)  2  Sch.  k  L.  432. 


(h)  Ibid.  441. 
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diction  "  Where  the  i)ower8  of  the  ordinary  courts  are 
sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  and  a  plaintiff  can 
hare  an  effectual  remedy  in  a  court  of  law  (i.e.,  in  another 
court),  and  that  remedy  is  clear  and  certain.  A  demurrer 
will  hold  (a).  To  take  any  other  view  would  be  to  leave 
the  committee  to  be  harassed  by  two  proceedings  in 
respect  of  the  same  matter,  and  that  this  Court  never 
did.  In  fact,  if  this  bill  were  maintainable,  the  committee 
mufit  account  twice,  because  the  committee  could  not  pass 
fcis  accounts  without  an  inquiry  what  money  was  in  his 
liandd  from  time  to  time:  Ex  parte  Catton{h).  Where 
a  committee  had  failed  to  pass  his  accounts  he  would  be 
charged  interest  on  the  balances  in  his  hand :  Ex  jmrte 
Ually  re  Legard^c),  In  Ex  parte  Clarke  (J),  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  Lunacy  to  try  the 
Huestion  of  heirship.  [  Tharji  v.  Tharj)  {e)  was  also 
cited.] 

It  was  clear  on  these  grounds  that,  even  if  the  Court 
of  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  take  these  accounts,  the 
hill  oujjht  not  to  have  been  filed  without  leave. 

The  cases  of  Grosvenor  v.  Drax  {^f)  and  Wi^f/  v.  Tiler  (r^) 
would  be  cited  in  support  of  this  bill,  but  those  cases  were 
distinguishable  from  the  present.  All  that  Grosvenor  v. 
Drax  decided  was  that  on  a  petition  in  Lunacy  the  Lord 
Chancellor  had  no  jurisdiction  to  charge  a  committee  with 
the  misapplication  of  the  funds  paid  him  for  maintenance, 
h  Wigy  V.  Tiler ^  there  being  a  dispute  between  the  next 
rfkin  and  the  heir-at-law  of  the  lunatic,  the  Court 
Erected  a  bill  to  be  filed  to  take  the  accounts  of  the 
lunatic's  estate.  The  point  actually  decided  was  that  the 
Great  Seal  acted  as  a  commissioner  in  the  care  of  lunatics. 

In  Re  Gilbert  (/*)   the    Lord   Chancellor  refused    an 

(«)  ^lilford's  PI.  ed.  by  Smith,  (c)  3  Mer.  510. 


145. 

(*)  1  Ves.  15C. 
(«)  Jac.  160. 
W)  Ibid.  689. 


U)  -2  Knapp,  P.  C.  82. 

(//)  2  Dick.  552. 

(h)  1  Ball  &  Beatt.  297. 


186*2. 

SCAMMELL 
V, 

Light. 


Aryument, 
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inquiry  in  Lunacy  as  to  the  next  of  kin  in  order  to  di 
tribute  the  funds. 

l^Shelford  on  Lunacy^  26,  and  Elmer's  Lunacy  Praeti 
were  also  cited.     Sec  also  Sheldon  v.  Fortetcue  (a).] 

Mr.   Bacon  and  Mr.  Freeling^  for  the  bill,   were  iif 
called  on. 


Judgment, 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  cases  of  Wigg  v.  Tiler ^  Grosvenor  v.  Draxy  ai 
Ex  parte  Gilbert  are  distinct  authorities  In  support  of  tl 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  direct  these  accounts.  Tb 
is  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate  ti 
the  accounts  could  not  be  properly  taken  in  Lunae; 
where  all  the  proceedings  were  ex  parte.  For  the 
reasons,  and  looking  at  die  allegations  of  the  bill  as  i 
the  fraudulent  dealings  with  the  estate,  and  the  collusic 
between  the  defendants,  the  demurrer  must  be  overruk 
with  costs. 


\ov.  20,  21, 
22,24. 
Dec.  4. 

Where  the 
vendors  of  a 


CLARKE  V.  MACKINTOSH. 
MACKINTOSH  V.  CLARKE. 

1  HESE  causes  came  on  on  bill  and  cross  bill.  TI 
brewery  made  original  bill  prayed  that  a  certain  agreement  dated  tl 
Tn^^nltem  ^^^^'  August,  1861,  might  be  specifically  perfomed,  ai 
representa-       the  cross  l)ill  prayed  that  the  same  agreement  might  1 

tions  as  to  the  oft 

profits  of  the  conceni  which  demanded  inveHti^^ation,  for  which  the  vendon)  afforded  tn 
facility,  and  which  the  purchaser  in  fact  partially  made,  the  Court  decided  «p«o 
performance. 

(a)  3  P.  Wms.  104. 
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3d  void  and  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.     The         ibgs. 
bill  stated  that  in  June,   1861,  the  attention  of      clarkb 
iurs  Mackintosh  was  directed  to  an  advertisement  maokiktosh 
appeared  in  the    Times   newspaper   on    the   18th  Mackintosh 
1861,  and  which  was  in  the  following  terms: —  Clabkb. 

?    Brewers.  —  Old-established     and    profitable     Siatemmt. 

n  Brewery  for  disposal.     Messrs.  Peter  Broad  & 

ard,  are  instructed  to  dispose  of  the  interest  in  a 

nown  old  established  and  highly  lucrative  brewery, 

t  in  a  central  jxisition,  and  commanding   a   very 

ive  and  desirable  connexion,   which   the   present 

2tor  (who  is  retiring)  has  enjoyed  for  the  last  30 

The  whole  of  the  plant  is  in  perfect  working 
and  the  trade  very  recently  has  amounted  to  nearly 
irrels  weekly  at  good  prices.  The  premises  con- 
very  possible  convenience,  are  very  commodious, 
aid  under  an  exceedingly  advantageous  lease  at  a 

which  produces  a  profit  income  of  nearly  400/. 
inum,  allowing  the  occupation  of  the  brewery, 
I,  and  dwelling-house  free.  Principals  who  can 
ind  7000/.  to  8000/.  may  obtain  every  particular  of 
Broad  &  Pritchard,  28,  Poultry,  E.G." 

m  seeing  the  advertisement  Messrs.  Mackintosh 
1  to  Messrs.  Broad  &  Pritchard,  the  agents,  for  the 
liars,  of  which  these  gentleman  gave  them  the 
ing  memorandum : — 

"  Brewery — Clerkexavell. 

ent  of  the  whole  premises  400/.  A  portion  is  let 
750/.,  leaving  the  brewery  and  other  part  of  the 
5C8  in  the  occupation  of  the  proprietor.  Lease  20 
Premium  1500/.  Goodwill  1/.  per  quarter. 
•e«,  utensils,  plant,  and  stock,  at  valuation.  Doing 
arrels  weekly  proof.  Average  200  barrels  yearly, 
roprietor  retiring  after  30  years'  occupancy.'* 
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1862.  Messrs.    Mackintosh    had   some    interviews  with  t\ 

Clarke       defendant  Clark  and  his  son  :    They  also  received  fro: 

Mackintosh   ^^cssrs.  Broad  &  Pritchard  the  following  letters  :— 

Mackintorh 

p. 

Clarke. 


Statemettt, 


N.B.— So  in 
original. 


"July  25tli,  1861. 
"  Mr.  Clarke's  Brewery. 

^^  Sir, — The  present  sale  is  150  barrels  weekly;  of thi 
50  are  to  private  families ;  he  serves  also  one  workhouse 
a  lunatic  asylum,  and  several  large  establishments  whic 
pay  well.  The  trade  has  been  allowed  to  fall  off  entircl. 
through  non-application  for  orders,  and  can  be  increase 
to  almost  any  amount. 

"  Mr.  Clarke  is  willing  to  contract  to  give  you  an 
information  necessary  for  carrying  on  the  business,  an 
Mr.  Clarke,  junior,  will  remain  with  you  until  you  ai 
quite  efficient  in  the  art  of  brewing. 

"  Mr.  C.  is  willing  also  to  give  you  full  access  to  lii 
hooks,  and  to  render  you  good  evidence  of  the  genuine 
ness  of  the  business  in  all  respects. 

**  The  retention  or  increase  of  the  business  will  ( 
course  depend  on  the  attention  which  is  given  by  tl 
successor  of  Mr.  Clarke,  but  he  has  no  hesitation  in  saj 
ing  that,  if  the  quality  of  the  articles  are  maintained 
and  only  an  ordinary  degree  of  attention  paid,  the  bus 
ncss  will  immediately  begin  to  extend.  It  will  afford  n 
much  pleasure  to  supply. 

"  1  am,  dear  Sir,  for  partner  and  self, 
"  Yours  truly, 

*'  T.  Pritciiakd. 
*SJ.  D.  Mackintosh,  Esq." 

"  Crown  JJrewery. 

"  July  30th,  1861. 

•^^  Sir, — The  following  statement  taken  from  the  bool 
shows  the  business  for 
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'*  1858 
"  1859 


« 


1860 


Quartoro  Malt* 

.  1769  . 
.  2034  . 
.  1618  . 


5421 


Barrelfl. 

1862. 

7501 

Clarkb 

7853 
6650 

Mackintosh 
Mackintosh 

V, 

Clabke. 

22,004 

Statement, 

Wing  a  consumption  of  5421  quarters  malt,  and  pro- 
tion  of  22,001  barrels  of  beer  of  diflFercnt  descriptions. 
The  deficiency  of  the  last  year  we  have  before 
lained  to  you  we  believe  satisfactorily,  and  have  no 
itation  in  stating  that  a  very  largely  increased  business 
^  immediately  be  done  by  the  infusion  of  an  ordinary 
lunt  of  energy  and  the  supply  of  an  equally  good 
de  as  that  which  has  hitherto  been  produced. 
We  shall  be  happy  to  give  you  further  attention,  or 
:e  any  appointment  you  may  proijose  with  the  pro- 
tor.    Waiting  your  reply,  we  are,  Sir,  yours  truly, 

"Peter  Buoad  &  Piutchakd. 
Thos.  J.  D.  Mackintosh,  Esq." 


ifter  some  discussion  the  following  agreement  was 
Jutcd,  to  which  the  schedules,  containing  a  list  of 
tore,  were  added  just  before  the  execution  of  the 
lement.  Messrs.  Macintosh  paid  by  way  of  dejwsit 
I    The  agreement  was  as  follows  : — 

he  said  agreement  was  in  the  words  and  figures  fol- 
ing,  that  is  to  say : — 

Memorandum  of  an  agreement  made  and  entered  into 
19th  day  of  August,  1861,  between  Charles  Clarke, 
lie  Crown  Brewery,  Little  Sutton  Street,  Clerken- 
l>  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  brewer  (hereinafter 
rf  the  vendor),  of  the  one  part,  and  Thomas  John 
^ereux  Mackintosh,  and  Kobert  James  Mackintosh, 
Totteridge  Lodge,  Totteridge,  in  the  county  of  Herts 
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(hereinafter  called  the  purchasers),  gentlemen,  of  tliQothc 
Clarke       part,  witnesseth  that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  3000/. 
Mackintosh  ^^^  ^^  *^^'^  further  sum  as  shall  be  ascertained  to  be  th 
MACKIXTQ0II  amount  of  the  valuation  hereinafter  mentioned  to  be  pai( 
Clakkk.      by  the  purchasers  to  the  vendor  in  manner  hereinaftc; 
/Statement,     "mentioned,  the  said  vendor  hereby  agrees  to  sell  to  th( 
said  purchasers,  and  the  said  purchasers  hereby  agree  U 
purchase  of  the  said  vendor  the  lease  of  the  premifl« 
known  as  the   Crown   Brewery,  Little    Sutton   Street 
Clcrkcnwell,  aforesaid,  and  the  lease  of  the  premiaeB; 
numbered  26,  Tysoe  Street,  Wilmington  Square,  Clerk- 
enwell,   aforesaid,   for    the    unexpired    portions  of  tbi 
several  terms  for  which  the  same  are  now  respectivclj 
holden,  subject  to  the  covenants  in  the  said  several  leaaei 
contained,  and  to  the  underlease  of  the  said  premises  ii 
Tysoe  Street  aforesaid,  granted  to  and  to  al 

other  tenancies  now  subsisting  in  the  said  premises,  oi 
any  part  or  parts  thereof,  and  also  the  goodwill  of  tb( 
business  of  a  brewer,  heretofore  carried  on  by  the  vendoi 
upon  the  said  premises  in  Little  Sutton  Street  aforesaid 
and  all  the  plant,  fixtures,  fittings,  casks,  utensils,  iraple 
ments,  carts,  horses,  drays,  harness,  stock-in-trade,  aw 
effects  of  every  kind  in  and  about  the  said  premises  o 
elsewhere  belonging  to  the  vendor,  and  used  in  or  relatin| 
to  or  belonging  to  his  said  business.  And  it  is  hercb; 
agreed  between  the  i)arties  hereto  as  follows,  that  is  t< 
say: — (1)  The  aforesaid  plant,  fixtures,  fittings,  casks 
utensils,  implements,  cart  horses,  drays,  harness,  stock 
in-trade,  and  effects  shall  be  valued  by  two  referees  o 
their  umpire,  as  hereafter  mentioned,  who  shall  also  dc 
termine  what  articles  are  within  this  condition,  and  tb 
amount  of  such  valujition  shall  be  considered  as  part  c 
the  purchase-money.  Messrs.  Peter  Broad  &  Pritchard 
of  No.  28,  Poultry,  in  the  City  of  London,  shall  be  th 
referees  on  behalf  of  the  vendor,  and  Messrs.  Green  i 
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Company,  of  28,  Old  Bond  Street,  shall  be  the  referees        ises. 
on  behalf  of  the  purchaser,  and  such  referees  shall,  before      cla^b 
entering  u]X)n  the  matter  referred,  and  within  one  week  ..      ''• 
ifter  the  execution  of  this  agreement,  appoint  an  umpire,   mackintosh 
and,  if  they  do  not  decide  the  matter  within  three  weeks      cijlrke. 

■fter  the  execution  of  this  agreement,  the  said  umpire         

diall  decide  the  same.  (2)  The  purchase  shall  be  com- 
pleted on  the  30th  day  of  September  next,  and  the  vendor 
will,  in  and  by  the  assignment  of  the  said  brewery  to  the 
purchasers,  covenant  with  them  that  he  will  not  at  any 
tiiDe  hereafter  carry  on  the  business  of  a  brewer  within 
ten  miles  of  Little  Sutton  Street  aforesaid.  (3)  The 
parchase-money  shall  be  paid  as  follows,  that  is  to  say* 
500/.  on  the  execution  of  this  agreement  into  the  hands 
of  the  said  Messrs.  Peter  Broad  &  Pritcliard,  on  behalf 
of  the  vendor,  5500/.  in  cash  to  the  vendor  on  the  pur- 
diasers  obtaining  ])osse8sion  of  the  said  premises,  and  the 
Wance  or  remainder  of  the  purchase-money  by  three 
tpproved  bills  of  exchange  of  equal  amounts,  drawn  by 
the  vendor  on  and  accepted  by  the  said  purchasers  at 
twelve,  eighteen,  and  twenty-four  months'  dates  respec- 
tively, bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of  51,  per  cent,  per 
Mnum  from  the  date  thereof,  such  balance  to  be  further 
secured  by  a  legal  mortgage  of  the  said  leases,  plant,  and 
premiaes,  to  be  executed  by  the  purchasers  to  the  vendor 
on  their  obtaining  possession  thereof.  (4)  The  vendor 
AiJl,  at  his  own  expense,  within  fourteen  days  from  the 
execution  of  this  agreement,  deliver  to  the  purchasers  or 
their  solicitors  an  abstract  of  the  title  to  the  premises, 
<!ommencing  with  the  leases  under  which  the  same  are 
neld;  such  leases  shall  in  all  respects  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  well  granted,  and  the  vendor  shall  not  be 
^•Ued  upon  or  required  to  show  or  prove  the  lessor's  title. 
(*)  The  last  receipt  for  payment  of  rent  due  in  respect 
^  each  of  the  said  leases  shall  be  accepted  by  the  pur- 
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1862.        chasers  as  c(3nclusive  evidence  of  the  due  performan© 

Clarke       all  the  covenants  and  conditions  in  the  said  leases  resf 

Mackintosh  ^^^ely  up  to  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the  sale  her 

MACKiiiTotH  agreed  to  be  made.     (6)  All  outgoings  up  to  the  i 

Clarke.      30th   day  of    September  shall  be   paid  by  the  vem 

Statement,     (^)  ^^^  purchasers  shall  pay  and  bear  the  expense  of 

such  assignments  and  assurances  as  they  shall  requir 

the  said  premises,  and  shall  also  pay  the  vendor's  cc 

charges,  and  expenses  of  and  incidental  to  the  pn 

ration  and  execution  of  the  legal  mortgage  hereinbe: 

mentioned.     (8)  And  whereas  the  vendor  has  lent 

advanced  to  the  several  persons  named  in  the  first  &, 

dule  hereto  the  several  sums  of  money  set  opposite  to 

respective  names  therein :     And  it  is  hereby  agreed  i 

the  said  purchasers  shall  take  to  such  loans  or  the  amoi 

due  in  respect  thereof  (amounting  to  1118/.  or  tb 

abouts)  on  the  30th  day  of  September  next,  and 

amount  of  the  monies  then  due  in  respect  of  such  1( 

shall  be  included  in  and  form  part  of  the  balance  t« 

secured  to  the  vendor  in  manner  hereinbefore  mentioi 

(9)  And  whereas  the  several  debts  or  sums  of  mo 
mentioned  in  the  second  schedule  hereto  are  also 
from  the  several  persons  therein  named  to  the  vendc 
his  said  business  of  a  brewer,  now  it  is  hereby  agi 
that  the  said  purchasers  shall  take  to  such  debts,  or 
amounts  due  in  respect  thereof,  on  the  said  30th  da 
September  next,  and  that  the  amount  then  due  in  res 
of  such  debts  shall  be  included  in  and  form  part  of 
balance  to  be  secured  in  manner  hereinbefore  mentio: 

(10)  And  whereas  there  are  several  debts  also  due  to 
said  vendor  from  the  private  customers  of  the  said  brew 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  1000/.  or  thereabouts,  i 
hereby  agreed  that  the  said  purchasers  shall  receive  i 
last-mentioned  debts  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  ven 
and  pay  over  the  same  to  him  as  and  when  received)  a 


Stalement, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  141 

deducting  therefrom  a  commission  of  51.  per  cent,  for  the  i*M52. 

collection  and  receipt  thereof.  Cl-irke 

(Signed)        '^Cji.  Clarke.  macki'ktosh 

"  T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh,  mackintosh 

"  R.  J.  Mackintosh.  clabke. 
^  Witness : 

"  Peter  Broad." 

In  the  schedule  to  the  agreement  there  was  a  list  of 
debtors  to  the  concern,  whose  debts  amounted  to  nearly 
1200/.  Messrs.  Tuke  &  Yalpy,  acting  for  the  plaintiffs, 
subsequently  on  the  7th  October,  1861,  complained  that 
they  had  been  greatly  imix)sed  on  and  deceived  as  to  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  said  business.  The  alleged 
misrepresentation  as  set  out  in  the  cross  bill  was  as 
fellows : — 

The  plaintiffs  charge  thdt  the  said  printed  advertise- 
ment and  the  further  memorandum  furnished  by  the 
defendant's  agents,  and  the  letters  hereinbefore  set  fortli, 
ud  also  the  said  agreement  itself,  contained  statements 
wd  representations  which  as  to  some  importiint  particu- 
lars are  entirely  untrue,  and  as  to  others  are  grossly 
exaggerated  and  deceptive. 

In  particular  the  plaintiffs  show  that  the  said  business 
MBot  in  fact  a  profitable  or  highly  lucrative  brewery,  nor 
^8  it  in  fact  command  a  very  extensive  or  desirable 
connexion,  but  that  on  the  contrary  very  small  profits  (if 
toy)  have  been  obtained  therefrom,  and  even  actual  loss 
has  at  times  been  sustained,  and  that  so  it  would  appear 
if  the  defendant  would  set  forth,  as  he  ought,  a  full  true 
and  particular  account  or  statement  of  the  quantity  and 
luality  of  beer  brewed  at  the  said  brewery  during  the 
years  1859,  1860,  and  1861,  and  sold  during  such  years 
^ttccesrively  to  the  customers  of  the  said  brewery,  and  of 
^e  prices  at  which  the  same  was  sold,  and  otlier  particu- 
«w  relating  thereto. 
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1962.  It  ig  not  true  that  the  trade  in  the  said  busine 

Clark  B      very  recently  been  carried  on  at  good  prices,  inasmi 

Mackintosh  ^^^^  about  the  commencement  of  the  year  1861  1 

Mackintosh  27th  day  of  July  in  the  same  year  the  greater  part 

Claekb.      trade^  which  has  amounted  to  an  average  rate  oi 

Statement      barrels  only  per  week,  was  done  at  low  prices,  aver 

on  the  entire  sales  only  28*.  per  barrel,  subject  to 

count  of  at  least  51.  per  cent.,  which  would  barely 

any  profit. 

There  is  not  a  single  large  establishment  served  I 
defendant,  except  the  workhouse  and  asylum  b 
mentioned,  and  the  latter  are  supplied  at  exceeding] 
and  unremunerative  contract  prices ;  and  a  considi 
part  of  the  consumption  is  not  such  as  the  purcl 
could  command,  two  of  the  largest  public^houses 
free,  and  the  tenant  (who  is  the  aforesaid  son  of  th 
fendant)  is  not  subject  to  the*  usual  obligations  to 
beer  from  the  defendant,  or  his  successors  in  the  bus: 
and  the  entire  connexion  is  moreover  very  undesiral 

The  rental  at  which  the  lease  of  the  said  premi 
held,  as  mentioned  in  the  said  advertisement  and  n 
randum,  and  the  existing  sub-tenancies,  dp  not  ii 
produce  a  profit  income  of  400/.  or  even  350/.  per  ai 
or  any  sum  at  all  approaching  the  sums  so  stated  i 
said  advertisement  and  memorandum,  inasmuch  a 
gross  rental  (after  deducting  the  rates,  taxes,  and  insv 
payable  by  the  landlord)  amounts  only  to  the  no 
sum  of  601/.  los.y  without  making  any  allowanc 
repidrs,  non-occupation,  or  bad  debts. 

The  greater  portion  of  the  property  is  let  to  w 
tenants  in  a  very  low  and  in  some  cases  disreputabk 
dition  of  life,  and  the  rents  are  precarious  and  ins^ 
and  difficult  to  collect. 

The  plaintiffs  further  charge  that  several  of  the 
mentioneil  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  said  agreemen 
in  particular  the  sums  therein  numbered  3, 6,  and  1( 
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In  the  said  agreement  stated  and  represented  to  have  been         1862. 
lent  and  advanced  to  the  several  persons  named  in  the      Clarkb 
laid  schedule,  were  never  in  fact  lent  or  advanced  at  all  mackinto§ii 
to  those  persons  resi)ectively,  nor  are  such  sums,  or  any  Mackintosh 
of  them,  or  any  ])art  thereof  respectively,  now  in  fact      clarkb. 
owing  by  such  persons  respectively.  statement 

Several  of  the  debts  or  sums  of  money  mentioned  in 
the  second  schedule  to  the  said  agreement,  and  in  parti- 
cular the  sums  therein  numbered  4  and  5  are  not  in  fact 
due  or  owing  at  all  from  the  several  pei'sons  therein 
ntmed  to  the  defendant,  as  untruly  stated  and  represented 
in  the  s^d  agreement. 

None  of  the  said  debts  are  properly  secured,  and  a  large 
portion  tliereof  are  bad,  and  others  are  doubtful. 

Mr.  Clarke,  in  his  answer  to  the  cross  bill,  denied  gene- 
rally the  allegations  in  the  cross  bill.  The  21st  and  23rd 
paragraphs  were  as  follow^ : — 

It  is  the  fact  that  the  rental  at  which  the  lease  of  the 
premises  is  held,  as  mentioned  in  the  said  advertisement 
Md  the  memorandum  hereinbefore  set  forth,  and  the 
existing  sub-tenancies,  do  not  produce  a  profit  income 
of 400/.  or  even  350/.  per  annum;  but  I  say  that  the 
plaintiffs  ascertained  and  were  well  aware  of  that  fact 
before  they  executed  the  said  agreement  of  the  19th  of 
August,  1861.  The  net  rental  of  the  said  premises,  after 
deducting  the  rates,  taxes,  and  insurance  payable  by  the 
Iwdlord,  amounts  to  542/.  6j.  or  thereabouts,  including 
W.  a  year  as  the  estimated  rent  of  the  brewery  premises 
'uwje  the  year  1859,  when  I  obtained  my  present  lease  of 
Ae  said  premises,  and  expended  a  sum  of  1800/.  there- 
upon; scarcely  any  repairs  have  been  needed  thereto, 
*nd  my  bad  debts  in  respect  of  the  said  premises  have 
'^een  very  small.  In  the  first  part  of  the  said  schedule 
fcereto  I  have  to  the  best  of  my  recollection  and  belief 
^t  forth  what  is  the  amount  paid  by  me  in  each  year  for 
^^)  taxes,  and  insurance,  and  what  has  been  the  amount 


statement. 
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1862.  expended  in  repairs  upon  the  said  brewery  and  premi^tes 

Clarke  during  the  last  three  years,  and  what  losses  have  been 

Mackintosh  sustained  during  the  same  period  on  account  of  bad  debte 

Mackintosh  or  non-occupation  of  the  premises  included  in  the  afore- 

Clakkb.      said  sale. 

It  was  part  of  the  said  agreement  of  the  19th  day  of 
August,  1861,  between  the  defendants  and  myself  that 
they  should  on  the  30th  day  of  September  then  next  (the 
day  fixed  for  the  completion  of  the  said  purchase),  take 
to  the  loans  mentioned  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  stud 
agreement,  or  the  amounts  due  in  respect  thereof,  on  that 
day,  and  that  the  amount  of  the  moneys  then  due  in 
respect  of  such  loans  should  be  included  in  and  form  part 
of  the  balance  to  be  secured  to  me  in  manner  in  the  said 
agreement  mentioned.  A  list  of  the  bills,  notes,  and 
securities  held  by  me  for  the  said  loans  was  furnished  by 
my  said  solicitor  to  the  plaintiflfs'  said  solicitors  on  or 
about  the  17th  day  of  September,  1861,  as  hereinbefore 
stated,  and  no  objection  thereto  was  raised  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs  until  after  the  time  fixed  for  the  comple- 
tion of  the  said  purchase. 

Mr.  Clarke,  in  his  affidavit  filed  the  23d  April,  1862, 
deposed  as  follows : — "  Messrs.  Mackintosh  called  on 
Messrs.  Broad  &  Pritchard  shortly  after  the  date  of  the 
advertisement,  and  obtained  further  particulars.  On  the 
24th  June,  1861,  they  called  on  me  at  the  brewery.  It 
being  a  busy  day,  I  did  not  myself  show  them  over  the 
brewery,  but  directed  my  son  George  Clarke  to  do  so, 
which  he  accordingly  did,  and  he  informed  me  that  he 
truthfully  answered  all  the  inquiries  made  respecting  the 
business.  On  the  23d  July,  1861,  Mr.  T.  J.  D.  Mackin- 
tosh called  at  the  brewery,  and,  after  stating  that  he  and 
his  brother  were  ready  to  treat  for  the  purchase  of  the 
brewery,  commenced  a  negotiation  with  me  for  that  pur- 
pose. I  then  personally  took  T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh  over 
the  brewery,  and  showed  him  the  premises.     He  made 


Statement, 
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rious  and  minute  inquiries  of  me  as  to  the  nature  and         idC2. 
Aracter  of  the  business,  which  I  answered  truthfully,       Clakkk 

id  gave  him  free  access  to  the  trade  books  and  rent  ,,      ^' 
^  ^  Mackintosh 

coaat.       T.  J.   D.    Mackintosh   made  ^several  further  Mackintosh 

Us  at  the  said  brewery,  on  which  occasions  he  made      cla^hke 

any  minute  inquiries,  both  of  me  and  my  son  and  of 

J  cashier  John  Penfold,  as  to  the  business,  and  inspected 

jr  trade  books,  rent  accounts,  and  made  various  calcula- 

)n8for  the  purpose  of  testing  for  himself  the  trade  and 

ofits  of  the  said  business,  and  the  rents  received  in  re- 

•cctof  the  said  premises.    I  say  I  gave  the  said  defendant 

ery  facility  for  examining  and  satisfying  himself  as  to 

le  nature  and  character  of  the  business  and  the  profits. 

never  told  the  defendants  that  any  specific  sum  could  be 

tlised  by  the  business,  but  I  told  them  on  one  occasion 

*t,  if  they^  did  as  well  as  I  had  done,  they  would  not 

ive  any  reason  to  complain. 

"I  say  it  is  not  the  fact,  as  stated  in  the  9th  paragraph 

the  answer,  that  the  said  Messrs.  Mackintosh  relied  on 
e  representations  said  to  be  made  to  them  by  me  and 
y  agents.  I  say  that  the  defendant  T.  J.  D.  Mackin- 
sh  called  at  least  seven  or  eight  times  at  the  brewery, 
A  spent  as  much  time  there  as  he  pleased  in  examining 
e  basiness  books  and  state  of  the  trade  done  there,  and 

testing  the  accuracy  of  the  statements  respecting  the 
me  made  by  me  or  on  my  behalf.  On  one  of  such  occa- 
)n8  my  son  George  Clarke  was  engaged  nearly  2  hours 
ith  T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh  in  going  through  and  explain- 
g  the  business  and  rent  books,  and,  as  my  son  informed 
S}  Mr.  T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh  stated  he  admired  the  wav 
t  books  were  kept,  and,  as  my  son  informed  me,  he 
uunined  the  rent  book  with  considerable  care,  and  made 
wy  inquiries  and  observations  as  to  the  rental,  and 
•ide  various  -  calculations  with  a  view  of  ascertaining 
•d  satisfying  himself  as  to  the  net  ])rofit  rental,  and 
jwn  another  occasion  said  I  had  not  allowed  for  rate.^ 

^OL.  IV.  L 
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1862.  and  insurance  and  taxes,  and  after  deducting  all  outg 

Clabkb  for  repairs  and  other  incidental  expenses  he  expi 

Mackintosh  himself  satisfied  with  a  rental  of  from  250/.  to  3< 

Mackintosh  year,  exclusive  of  the  brewery  premises.     Messrs. 

mm 

Clarkb.      kintosh,  if  they  wished,  could  have  employed  any  p 
Statement,     ^^  examine  and  judge  of  the  value  of  the  said  busi 
to  advise  and  assist  them  in  making  inquiries  and  i 
tigations  before  entering  into  the  contract. 

"  I  believe  the  defendants  were  perfectly  satisfied 
the  result  of  the  various  inquiries  they  had  made  I 
they  made  an  offer  to  purchase  the  said  business,  i 
believe  that  on  the  7th  August,  1861,  it  was  aj 
between  Mr.  Broad  and  tlie  defendant  T.  J.  D.  Ma 
tosh  tliat  he  should  prepare  the  heads  of  an  agree 
between  the  defendants  and  myself.  And  on  the 
day  of  August  T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh  called  at  the  bre 
and  informed  me  of  an  appointment  to  attend  a1 
office  of  Messrs.  Broad  &  Pritchard  on  that  da^ 
accordingly  attended  at  the  said  office,  when  the  dn 
the  heads  of  an  agreement  embodying  the  terms 
which  such  sale  and  purchase  as  aforesaid  were  1 
made  was  drawn  out  by  Mr.  Peter  Broad,  and  afters 
delivered  to  the  defendant  T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh  fo 
consideration  and  approval  of  himself  and  his  brc 
Mr.  Broad  did  not  object  to  the  draft  being  shown  t 
defendants'  solicitors,  which  they  had  ample  time  t< 
The  draft  remained  in  their  possession  till  the 
August,  when  it  was  returned  to  Messrs.  Broad  & 
chard  signed  and  approved  by  them. 

"  Before  the  defendants  signed  the  formal  agree: 
they  could,  if  they  had  thought  fit,  have  verified 
rental  and  statement  respecting  tlie  loans  and  debts ' 
taken  to  l)y  them  by  simply  expressing  a  wish  to 
effect  (which,  however,  they  never  did),  or  by  decli 
to  execute  the  said  agreement  until  they  were  sati 
about  the  accuracy  of  the  said  recital  or  statement, 
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.  i4y  that  before  the  said  agreement  was  signed  by  the         I8d8. 
wA  defendants  the  defendant  T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh  asked      Clarke 
Sir.  P,  Broad  whether  it  was  necessary  that  they  should  mackintosh 
take  to  the  said  debts  and  loans,  and  on  being  informed  Mackintosh 
by  Mr.  P.  Broad  that  it  was  necessary  in  order  to  secure      cla^bkb. 
the  custom  of  the  brewery,  the  defendants  executed  the     „^  z       . 

•^  statement. 

agreement/'  • 

George  Clarke,  the  son  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  original 
Wl, deposed  as  follows: — "  On  the  24th  June,  1861,  the 
defendants  called  at  the  brewery  to  view  the  premises. 
I  was  desired  by  the  plaintiff  to  show  them  over  the 
brewery. 

"  A  few  days  after  tlie  23rd  the  defendant  T.  J.  D. 
Mackintosh  called  again  at  the  brewery,  and  examined 
the  trade  books  and  books  of  account  kept  by  the  plaintiff 
in  his  business,  and  I  assisted  him  in  so  doing,  and  was 
engaged  for  nearly  two  hours  showing  him  the  said  books 
and  explaining  to  him  the  way  they  were  kept,  when  he 
expressed  his  admiration  of  the  way  in  which  tlie  said 
books  were  kept,  and  asked  me  how  long  I  thought  his 
brother,  R.  J.  Mackintosh,  would  be  in  learning  the  way 
to  keep  the  said  books.  A  short  time  afterwards 
T.  J.  D.  Mackintosh  called  again  at  the  brewery,  and 
niade  various  inquiries  of  me  relating  to  the  business. 
I  observed  to  him  that  I  had  turned  out  a  much  larger 
number  of  barrels  when  I  was  countinghouse  clerk  than 
wwe  then  being  turned  out,  and  he  inquired  why  we 
were  not  doing  so  much  trade  then,  and  I  told  him,  as  the 
&ct  was,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  pushing  the  business, 
md  that  at  that  time,  in  consequence  of  the  badness  of 
4e  brewery  trade,  it  was  no  advantage  to  push  the  trade, 
••  it  was  likely  a  brewer  would  rather  lose  than  gain  by 
*  doing.  The  defendant  appeared  to  be  satisfied,  and, 
b«iag  anxious  to  remain  in  the  business,  I  offered  to  bring 

• 

Jn  2000/.  on  some  partnership  teims,  upon  which  the 
defendant  said  he  thought  the  present  trade  profit  would 

L  2 
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1862.        not  be  sufEcient  for  three,  and  that  we  had  better  wail 

Clarke      year.     He  made  various  other  calls  at  the  brewery  befii 

MACK«To«H  Signing  the  agreements.     I  believe  he  called  ten  or  twel 

Mackintosh  times,  and   on   these   occasions   he   made  many  minv 

Clarke,      inquiries,  both  of  me  and  of  the  cashier,  respecting  tl 

Statement      ^^^^  carried  on  at  the  brewery ;  he  carefiilly  examined  ( 

%  several  occasions  the  trade  books.     He  also  examined  tl 

rent  books,  and  made  many  enquiries  and  observations ; 

to  the  rental  of  the  premises.     He  himself  made  varioi 

calculations  respecting  the  same,  and  on  one  (X^casion  1 

observed   that   in   the   particulars   supplied   to  him  I 

Messrs.  Broad  &  Pritchard  no  allowance  had  been  nuu 

for   rates,  insurance,   and   taxes,   and   ultimately,  aft 

deducting  all  outgoings  for  repairs  and  other  expeMC 

he  expressed  himself  satisfied  with  a  rental  of  from  25( 

to  300/.  a  year,  exclusive  of  the  brewery  premises.    Tl 

plaintiff  (Clarke)  instructed   and   directed   me  to  gi^ 

Messrs.   Mackintosh  every  opportunity  to  examine  tl 

brewery  and   the  trade  books,  books  of  account,  rei 

books,  and  in  connexion  therewith  to  render  them  evei 

assistance  in  my  power  in  enabling  them  fully  to  examii 

and  investigate  the  same,  and  I  say  I  did  render  them  f 

the  assistance  I  could. 

There  was  a  great  deal  of  evidence  on  behalf  of  Measi 
Mackintosh,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  misrepresentatioi 
as  to  the  value  of  the  business.  They  denied  positive 
ever  having  examined  the  books  at  all,  but  stated  th< 
relied  entirely  on  the  representations  of  Mr.  Clarke  ai 
his  son.  On  the  subject  of  the  book  debts  Mr.  T.  J.  1 
Mackintosh  deposed  as  follows : — 

"  On  the  19th  day  of  August  I  and  my  brother  accop 
ingly  attended  at  the  office  of  the  said  Messrs.  Broad 
Pritchard,  where  we  met  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  so 
and  the  said  Mr.  Peter  Broad.  I  asked  him,  the  sa 
Mr.  Peter  Broad,  if  he  had  prepared  the  agreemei 
between  us  and  the  said  George  Clarke,  and  he  said  1 
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had  not,  but  would  have  it  done  at  once,  and  called  a         1862. 
clerk, and  directed  him  to  draw  it  out.     Mr.  Peter  Broad       Cljlrkr 
then  read  to  us  the  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  the  «      ^' 

°  ^  ^  Mackintosh 

said  brewery  and  leasehold  premises,  when  to  my  surprise  Mackintosh 
I  found  it  contained  two  schedules  of  loans  and  debts  to      clamkh. 
be  purchased  and  taken  to  by  us,  of  which  no  statement  or     ^^ 

statement, 

aUuflion  of  any  kind  was  contained  in  the  heads  of  the  agree- 
ment previously  delivered  to  me  as  aforesaid.  I  inquired 
of  the  said  Mr.  Peter  Broad  whether  it  was  absolutely 
necessary  for  us  to  take  these  debts  and  loans,  to  which 
he  replied,  in  the  hearing  of  the  (daintiff  and  his  son,  that 
it  was  necessary  for  us  to  do  so,  in  order  to  secure  the 
custom,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  added  there  was  a 
value  for  everything.  I  and  my  brother  believed  that 
what  was  thus  told  to  us  was  true,  and  we  both  then,  in 
such  belief,  signed  the  agreement.  We  afterwards,  at 
the  same  interview,  signed  the  agreement  with  the  said 
G.  Clarke,  which  had  been  prepared  in  the  interval." 

On  the  subject  of  the  rental,  Mr.  Thomas,  the  brewery 
^uer,  deposed  that,  from  the  accounts  and  receipts  pro- 
duced, which  he  had  carefully  examined,  he  was  enabled  to 
•tate  positively  that  the  gross  rental  amounted  only  to  the 
sum  of  690/.  9*.;  rates,  taxes,  and  insurance,  206/.  Is,  5d, 
Deducting  from  that  35/.,  as  applicable  to  the  brewery, 
the  rates  and  taxes  would  be  171/.  1^.  or/.,  which,  being 
deducted  from  the  gross  rental  of  690/.  9^.,  gave  net 
31W.  7s,  7r/.,  which,  after  payment  of  the  ground-rent 
f^OO/.  a  year)  and  the  necessary  allowances  for  repairs, 
lo«8  from  non-occupation,  bad  debts,  and  other  casualties, 
"^ould,  in  fact,  he  no  i)rofit  income  at  all.  A  very  large 
proportion  of  the  houses  were  let  upon  weekly  or  monthly 
lettings,  and  it  was  the  invariable  custom  on  such  hold- 
*^«  to  make  an  allowance  for  repairs,  non-occupation, 
*^  losses,  as  well  as  for  rates,  taxes,  and  insurance, 
^veral  of  the  tenants  were  considerably  in  arrcar,  two 
^  them  owiDg  nearly  a  year's  rent,  and  others  owing 
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1805?.        from  llirce  to  six  months'  rent,  and  such  rents  were  gene 

Clarke       rally  difficult  to  collect. 

Mackintosh       ^^^''  ^  l^o^^^s  also  set  forth  an  estimated  profit  and  lo6 

Mackiktosh  account  for  the  four  years  1858,  1859,  1860,  and  1861 

Clarke.      ^^  which  he  stated  that,  from  the  figures   taken  fi^ 

Statement      ^^'   Clarke's  books,  he  made  the  profits  for  the  foiu 

years  647/.  19*.  4rf.,  giving  an  average  profit  of  aboui 

160/.  a  year. 

Mr.  Thomas  also  deposed  as  follows : — "  Having  read 
the  advertisement,  and  the  memorandum  and  letters  set 
forth  in  the  2nd,  3rd,  6th,  and  8th  paragraphs  of  the 
defendants'  answer,  and  compared  the  statements  and 
representations  therein  made  with  the  result  of  my  in- 
vestigation as  aforesaid,  and  the  account  therein  made  up 
as  aforesaid,  I  state  that  Sir.  Clarke's  brewery,  called 
the  **  Crown  Brewery,"  is  not  a  profitable  business  oi 
highly  lucrative  brewery,  or  ^*  well  known,"  in  the  ordi* 
nary  acceptation  of  that  term,  in  the  trade ;  and  sue! 

brewery  does  not  command  a  very  extensive  and  desirabk 

* 

connection ;  and  that  the  trade  has  not  for  several  yean 
or  very  recently  amounted  to  nearly  200  barrels  weekly 
at  good  prices,  and  the  premises  are  not  held  under  ai 
exceedingly  advantageous  lease,  at  a  rental  which  pro 
duces  a  profit  income  of  nearly  400/.  per  annum,  allowing 
the  occupation  of  the  brewery  stables  and  dwelling-hou» 
free ;  and  the  plaintiff"  did  not,  at  th6  date  of  the  afore 
said  agreement,  serve,  besides  one  workhouse  and  i 
lunatic  asylum,  several  large  establishments  which  pai< 
well ;  and  I  say  tliat  the  representations  so  made  in  sucl 
advertisements,  memorandum,  and  letters  cannot  be  sub 
stantiated  by  reference  to  the  plaintiff''8  books  or  vouchers 
and  such  representations,  if  at  all  relied  on,  would  greatl; 
mislead  an  intending  purchaser,  and  they  are  whoUj 
unfair  if  taken  as  a  basis  of  a  contract  for  the  purchaff 
and  sale  of  the  said  business." 
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r.  MalirUi  Mr.    Greene^  and   Mr.    Fischer  for   the         1862. 
tiff  Clarke  in  the  original  suit.  Clahkb 

le  defence  to  this  suit  set  up  by  the  cross  bill  is  mis-  jjackiktosh 

mentation ;  but  that  defence  must  fail  on  two  grounds  mackintosh 
It,  because  the  alleged  misrepresentation  was  nothing      cla^bke. 

than  certain  trifling  errors,  insuflioient  to  invalidate      ,  

,  Argument, 

ontract ;  and  secondly,  because  the  defendants  did  not 
mthe  representations,  but  had  the  means  of  investiga- 
and  did  in  fact  make  such  investigation  of  the  facts. 
\  to  the  first  point  the  cases  were  express.  In  Jen-' 
V.  Brotighton  (a),  the  marginal  epitome  was  this  :— 
srepresentations,  to  constitute  sufiicient  grounds  for 
ag  aside  a  purchase,  must  be  material,  as  being  of 
a  nature  as,  if  true,  to  add  to  the  value,  and  must 
>c  evidently  merely  conjectural  statements,  and  must 
ade  without  a  belief  in  their  truth,  or  without  reason- 
grounds  for  such  belief."  In  Hanson  v.  Scott  (Jj)j 
5ce  of  land  imperfectly  watered  was  described  in 
■articular  as  uncommonly  rich  water  meadow,  and  it 
held  that  this  was  not  such  a  misrepresentation  as 
d  avoid  the  sale.  In  Dyer  v.  Har(jrave{c\  the  Court 
Jed  8i>ecific  perfonuance  of  the  agreement,  though 
5  was  a  clear  variance  from  the  description,  both  as 
le  state  of  the  house  and  the  cultivation  of  the  land, 
awarded  compensation.  The  principle  was  whether 
mrchaser  got  substantially  the  thing  he  bargained  for. 
/ncndes  v.  Lanc{d),  the  woods,  which  were  a  material 
of  the  subject  matter,  were  described  as  producing 
.  ])er  annum  on  an  average  of  the  fifteen  pi'M^ding 
*«,  wliich  was  produced  by  being  improperly  cut,  as  to 
A  the  purchaser  had  the  means  of  forming  a  conclu- 
.  As  to  this  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  was  not 
y  entitled  to  compensation ;  but  as  to  the  tithes  the 
d  Chancellor  held  that  there  had  been  actual  misrepre- 

)  6  De  G.  M.  &  0. 126.  (c)  10  Ves.  605. 

)  1  Sim.  13.  id)  2  Cox.  364. 
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r. 
Clark£. 

Argument. 


I86i.  sentatiou,  and  directed,  not  the  cancelling  of 
CuLRKE  tract,  but  compensation.  There  was  a  great  di 
MACKiitTusH  between  those  cases  where  the  purchaser  had  tl 
Mackintosh  of  satisfying  himself  of  the  truth  of  the  pa 
and  those  where  he  relied  on  mere  repres 
Thus,  in  Johmoii  v.  Smart  {a),  where  a  house 
scribed  as  substantial  and  convenient,  and  ha 
bed-rooms,  it  was  held  that  this  was  no  misrepree 
altliougli  the  house  was  out  of  repair,  and  the 
some  ])Iaces  were  only  half-brick  thick,  and  son 
bed-rooms  extremely  small  inner  rooms  withoi 
place,  and  the  Court  decreed  the  agreement  to  b 
cally  performed.  Here  the  errors  in  the  dc 
might  perhaps  entitle  the  purchaser  to  compeusa 
on  all  the  authorities  there  was  clearly  no  gr 
invalidating  the  contract. 

But,  secondly,  it  was  proved  that  the  purch 
investigated  the  accuracy  of  the  representations, 
relied  on  the  result  of  these  investigations ;  but,  i 
could  not  now  set  them  up  as  a  ground  for  not  jk 
their  contract.  In  Clapham  v.  Shillito  (i),  it  was  1 
that,  if  the  party  to  whom  the  representations  w 
himself  resorted  to  the  proper  means  of  verificati 
he  entered  into  the  contract,  it  might  be  that  he 
the  result  of  his  own  investigation  and  inquirj- 
upon  the  representations  made  to  him  by  the  otl 
Or,  if  the  means  of  investigation  and  verificatioi 
hand,  and  the  attention  of  the  party  receiving  t 
sentations  were  drawn  to  them,  it  might  be  incu 
a  court  of  justice  to  impute  to  him  a  knowled. 
result  which,  upon  due  inquiry,  he  ought  to  have 
and  the  notion  of  reliance  on  the  representations  < 
The  prec^cnt  was  exactly  the  case  here  put  as 
possible  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  the  d 

{n)  2  Giif.   101  ;  affirmed  on  (h)  7  Beav.  XiO. 

apptal,  July  'Jlst,  18C0. 


V. 

Clarke. 
Argument, 
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could  not  now  ask  the  Court  to  relieve  them  from  the         I802. 
obligations  into  which  they  had  entered  on  the  ground      .cII^b 
of  misrepresentation,  even  if  it  were  proved.     In  Jen-  ..      ''• 

*  '  *  ,  Mackiktosh 

mgi  V.  Brougkton  (a),  advertisements  for  the   sale   of  Mackintosh 

shares  in  a  mine  had  been  issued  containing  unfounded 

statements ;  but  the  purchase  had  not  relied  on  them^  and 

bad  opportunities  of  judging  of  their  accuracy,  and  he 

waa  held  not  entitled  to  have  the  contract  rescinded.    Aj)- 

pljing  the  principles  there  laid  down,  it  was  clear  that 

in  this  case  the  purchasers  could  not  complain  of  being 

misled,  whatever  had  been  stated  in  the  advertisements. 

On  these  grounds  it  was  submitted  that  the  Court 

would  decree  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  and 

dismiss  the  cross  bill  withcosts :    Oldfield  v.  Round  (b), 

Vigert  v.  Pike  (c),  Jackson  v.  Jackson  {d)y  were  also  cited. 

Hr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Jones  Bateman  for  Messrs. 
Mackintosh,  the  defendants  in  the  original  bill. 

It  was  qmte  clear  that  there  had  been  misrepresenta- 
tions more  or  less.  That  was  not  indeed  denied  by  the 
plaintiff,  though  he  alleged  they  were  of  small  moment. 
It  was  equally  clear  that  but  for  those  misrepresentations 
the  defendants  never  would  have  entered  into  the  con- 
tract. They  were  assured  that  a  large  number  of  barrels 
were  brewed  at  this  brewery  weekly,  and  that  there  was  a 
Iwge  profit  realised  from  the  brewery,  and  on  the  rental. 
These  representations  in  a  greater  or  less  degree  were 
ttntrue,  but  a  party  obtaining  an  agreement  by  a  partial 
Diisrepresentation  was  not  entitled  to  a  specific  perform- 
ance. The  effect  of  such  misrepresentation  was  to  destroy 
the  agreement :  Clermont  v.  Tashvrgh  (e).  There  were 
numerous  cases  in  which  the  Court  acted  on  this  principle. 
In  Higyins  v.    Samek  (/),    where   a   plaintiff  himself. 


(«)  6  Be  6.  M.  &  G.  126. 
'*)  5  Ve».  a08. 

(f)8  CI.  &    Fin.  562;    s.c. 
^.k  Walsh,  1. 


(d)  1  Sma.  &  G.  184. 

(e)  1  Jac.  &  W.  112. 
(J)  2  Joh.  &  H.  460. 
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1862.        ignorant  of  the  quality  of  certain  limestone^  represented  it 

Clarke      aa  of  better  quality  than  it  was,  and  the  defendant  visited 

Maokintosh  *^^  quarry  and  might  have  ascertained,  but  did  not  ascer- 

Mackintosh  tain  tlic  quality,  the  Court  refused  specific  performance 

Clarke.      ^^  ^^^  agreement.     That  was  a  far  stronger  case  than 

-  ,      this. 

In  The  New  Brunswick  and  Canada  Company  v. 
Muggeridcfe  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  person  contracting  to 
take  shares  on  the  faith  of  the  statements  contained  in 
the  prospectus  has  a  right  to  be  protected  not  onlj 
against  misstatements  actually  false,  but  has  also  a  right 
to  be  informed  of  all  the  facts,  the  knowledge  of  which 
might  have  reasonably  deterred  him  from  contracting ;  and 
if  the  prospectus  in  that  sense  contains  misrepresentation, 
or  the  absence  of  true  representation,  the  contract  would 
not  be  enforced.  For  the  word  "  prospectus  "  substitute 
^^  advertisement,'*  and  that  was  exactly  this  case.  In 
Reynell  v.  Sprye  (li)  it  was  held  that,  where  one  of  the 
parties  to  a  negotiation  induces  the  other  to  contract  on 
the  faith  of  representations,  any  one  of  which  is  untrue, 
the  whole  contract  is  to  be  considered  as  having  been 
obtained  fraudulently.  Xor  is  the  case  varied  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  untrue  representation  was  in  the 
first  instance  the  result  of  innocent  error,  if  after  it  was 
discovered  the  author  of  the  representation  allowed  the 
other  to  continue  in  it.  In  Rawlins  v.  Wickham  (c),  where 
the  plaintiff  by  misrepresentation  had  been  induced  to 
become  partner,  four  years  afterwards  on  the  bank  being 
insolvent  he  was  held  entitled  to  have  the  contract 
rescinded,  and  to  have  an  indemnity  against  the  debts  of 
the  concern :  a  fortiori  the  Court  would  not  decree  an 
agreement  obtained  by  misrepresentation  to  be  specifically 
performed. 

On  these  grounds  it  was  submitted  that  the  Court 

(c)  1  Dr.  &  8.  368.  (<?)  1  Giff.  355)  ex.  3  De  G. 

(d)  1  De  G.  M.  k  G.  660,  706.      k  J.  304. 
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ould  not  decree  specific  performance,  but,  if  it  did  not 

mcel  the  agreement,  would  leave  the  plaintiff  Clarke  to 

is  remedy   at   law.       \HmTis  v.  Kemble  (a),  Price  v.   mj^ckintosh 

{acaulay{b\  Smallv.  Atioood{c),  Cadman  y,  Horner (jd).  Mackintosh 

nd  Martin  v.  Cotter  {e\  as  to  duty  of  seller,  also  cited.]       clarkb. 


le  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

The  purchasers  have  resisted  specific  performance,  not 
icrely  by  their  answer,  but  they  have  by  their  cross- 
ill  prayed  to  have  the  agreement  declared  to  be  void,  and 
>  have  it  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  on  the  ground 
lat  they  were  induced  to  enter  into  it  by  deception  and 
isrepresentation.  The  alleged  misrepresentations  are 
)on  the  material  i)oiuts  referred  to  three  several  matters, 
heae  are,  first,  as  to  the  number  of  barrels  of  beer 
eckly  produced  and  sold  in  the  brewery  which  was  the 
ibject  of  the  contract ;  secondly,  as  to  the  clear  rental 
I  the  leasehold  property ;  thirdly,  as  to  the  loans  or 
sbtB  due  to  the  concern,  which  it  was  agreed  should  be 
iken  by  the  purchasers. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  if  the  purchasers  could  show 
Ittt  they  contracted  to  buy  in  absolute  and  express 
elitnce  on  the  truth  of  representations  which  turn  out 
D  be  false,  and  without  resort  to  other  means  of  informa- 
wn  by  which  the  truth  might  be  sufficiently  disclosed, 
hey  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  perform  the  contract. 
Jttt  a  purchaser  is  bound  to  exercise  a  reasonable  degree 
f  caution.  Therefore,  if  there  be  anything  in  the 
ature  or  circumstances  of  the  representations  made 
7  the  vendors  calculated  to  excite  suspicion,  or  to  require 
i^lanation  or  investigation,  the  purchaser  is  bound  to 
•c  on  his  guard,  and  must  bear  the  consequence  of  any 
^ligence  on  his  own  part;   much  more,  if  the  pur- 


(«)  2  Bow*  k  Clk.  403. 
W  2  Be  6.  M.  &  6.  339. 
(0)  1  Y.  Ex.  W?^  460i 


{d)  18  Vea.  10. 

\e)  3  Jo.  &  Lat.  496. 
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1S62.        cliaser,  not  satisfied  with  the  representations^  proceedf 
Clarke       investigate   and   inquire   for   himself,   and   has  the 
MACKiiiTosn  opi>ortunity  of  testing  the  accuracy  of  what  the  se 
Mackiiito«ix  has  represented,  he  must  abide  by  the  consequences, ; 
Clarke,      the  seller  in  general  is  relieved  from  responsibility. 

In  the  present  case  the  representations  as  to  the  num 
of  barrels  of  beer  produced  and  sold,  and  as  to  the  pp 
rental  on  the  leasehold  property,  were  so  various  i 
irreconcilable  and  vaguo  as  to  put  any  purchaser 
reasonable  prudence  on  his  guard,  and  to  induce  him 
make  investigation.  First,  as  to  the  number  of  ban 
of  beer,  the  advertisement  stated  that  "  the  trade  Mi 
recently  has  amounted  to  nearly  200  barrels  weekly, 
good  prices."  The  particulars  in  writing,  furnished 
the  agents  for  sale,  said,  "  doing  150  barrels  weekl; 
The  agents'  letter  of  the  25th  July,  1861,  said,"1 
present  sale  is  150  barrels  weekly."  The  purchasers, 
their  answer,  say  they  did  not  consider  that  tliis  letl 
gave  the  information  retiuired,  and  that  they  asked  foi 
particular  statement  of  the  business  done.  According! 
in  the  letter  of  the  30th  July,  1861,  the  vendors  agei 
had  a  return  of  the  number  of  quarters  of  malt  a 
barrels  of  beer  taken  from  the  books  for  the  years  18t 
1859,  and  1860,  and  the  accuracy  of  the  representati 
in  this  letter  is  not  impeached. 

As  to  the  second  head  of  alleged  misrepresentation 
namely,  the  profit  rental  on  the  leasehold  property— t 
representations  in  the  advertisement  and  afterwards 
the  particular  in  writing  delivered  by  the  agent  are 
vague  and  inconsistent  that  no  prudent  purchaser  cou 
be  satisfied  without  further  inquiry. 

And  as  to  the  third  matter,  the  loans  or  debts  due 
the  concern,  there  is  no  doubt  a  misrepresentation  in 
literal  sense,  but  not  in  the  substance ;  and  before  t 
time  fixed  for  the  completion  of  the  agreement  particula 
on  this  point  were  asked  for  by  the  purchasers'  solicitc 
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Clark  B. 
Judgment* 


A  the  letter  of  the  13tli  September,  1861,  and  supplied         1862. 
t)y  the  vendor's  solicitor's  letter  of  the  17th  September,       clarkb 
1861,  so  as  to  give  a  full  and  accurate  representation  on  mackintosh 
this  head,  with  which  the  purchasers'  solicitors  appear  to   Mackintosh 
bye  been  satisfied. 

The  various  and  inconsistent  representations  on  the 
t?o  first  matters  not  only  called  for  investigation  on  the 
part  of  the  purchasers,  but  they,  in  fact,  went  to  investi- 
gite;  and  one  of  them,  in  particular,  went  repeatedly  to 
the  brewery,  had  the  books  produced  to  him,  saw  the 
leasehold  property,  had  every  facility  afforded  for  full 
ind  fair  investigation,  and,  after  that  investigation  had 
)€en  prosecuted  at  intervals  during  a  period  of  twelve 
lays  as  far  as  the  purchasers  thought  proper,  the  heads 
>fthe  offer  to  purchase  were  dictated  by  one  of  the 
purchasers  to  the  agent  of  the  seller,  and  that  offer  was 
iuly  accepted.  Afterwards  the  more  formal  instrument 
rf  contract  was  approved  by  the  solicitor  of  the  pur- 
shaaers,  who  introduced  an  importiint  stipulation  for  the 
benefit  of  the  purchasers. 

When  the  purchasers  took  upon  themselves  to  investi- 
gate, and  had  a  full  and  fair  opportunity  to  test  the 
aoeuracy  of  what  had  been  represented  by  the  seller,  it  is 
no  excuse  to  say  that  the  investigation  made  by  them- 
•elyes  was  loosely  or  carelessly  made,  or  that  their  solici- 
tor acted  in  a  cursory  manner.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever  to  show  that  during  the  investigation  anything 
WI8  concealed,  or  withheld,  or  hurried  on  the  part  of  the 
▼endor.  It  was  argued  for  the  purchasers  that,  by  allow- 
ing their  new  agents  to  investigate  the  books  and  other 
nwitters  after  the  time  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase 
was  past,  the  vendor,  in  fact,  admitted  that  no  effectual 
investigation  had  been  previously  made.  But  the  con- 
dttctof  the  vendor  in  permitting  that  subsequent  investi- 
gatbn  is  a  strong  proof  of  the  bo?ia  Jides  and  honesty  with 
"^hich  he  acted. 
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IMS.  This  case  is  free  from  the  difficulty  which  has  m 

Clahkb      times  occurred  of  defining  the  extent  to  which  the  mi 

Macki'iitosh   Caveat  emptor  should  be  applied.     Lord  Thurlow,  in 

Mackintosh  qq^q  Qf  Lou)nde9  v.  Lane  (a\  said  that,  for  the  sak 

Clarke,      certainty  in  the  transactions  in  this  Court,  he  shoul* 

JHd0m§nt,    willing  to  carry  that  maxim  to  a  great  extent;  am 

held  the  purchaser  bound  to  a  contract,  notwithstam 

a  misrepresentation  by  the  vendors  as  to  the  yearly 

duce  of  woods,  because  the  purchaser,  not  relying  on 

representation,  had  sent  his  own  surveyors  to  inqi 

But,  where  there  was  an  actual  misrepresentation  ai 

tithes  against  which  the  purcliaser  had  no  opportunit; 

guarding  himself,  relief  was  given.     The  true  princi 

stated  by  Lord  Holt,  was  adopted  by  Lord  Tenterdei 

the  case  of  Dohell  v.  Stevens  (^),  and  it  is  this,  "  K 

vendor  gives  in  a  particular  of  the  rents,  and  the  ven 

says  he  will  trust  him  and  inquire  no  further,  but  rel} 

his  particular,  then,  if  the  particular  be  false,  an  aol 

will  lie."     In  the  present  case  the  purchasers  did  not  i 

on  the  representations  of  the  vendor,  but  inquired 

themselves,  and  were  supplied  with  all  &ir  means 

prosecuting    their   inquiry.      After   that    inquiry  tl 

deliberately  entered  into  the  contract,  and  they  must 

decreed  specifically  to  perform  it,  and  to  pay  the  oosti 

the  original  suit     The  cross  bill  by  the  purchasers  m 

be  dismissed  with  costs. 

(a)  2  Cox,  363.  (b)  3  fi.  &  C.  625. 
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1863. 

PBIDEAUX  V.  LONSDALE.  ^tS"!' 

A  settlement 

U  was  filed  by  Thomas  Prideaux  against  the  "»nde  by  a 

1  It        1        i-«/*»»i  woman  of  her 

a  settlement,  executed  by  the  plaintiff  s  late  personal  pro- 

to  her  marriage,  and  against  her  next  of  kin  engagement  to 

ase,  and  as  amended  it  prayed  as  follows : —       bo  mamed  set 

asiQe  at  tno 

it  might  be  declared  that  the  settlement,  dated  suit  of  the 
[ay,  1859,  ought,  under  the  circumstances,  to  although  he 
d  up  to  be  cancelled.  t'l.^f I'll^f!!^ 

*  the  marriage 

it  might  be  declared  that,  under  the  circum-  *^*'  s^®  ^*d 

^  "  --      .  -  executed  a 

I  transfer  by  the  defendant  Moulton  of  the  sura  settlement 
8*.  6rf.  Three  per  Cent.  Reduced  Annuities,  property,  ^it 
mes  of  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale,  Robert  "PPfi^in?  t^** 

•^  ^  neither  she 

onsdale,  and  Richard  Maitland  Mills,  was  a  berseif  norhep 

-        ,  ••i-rfc.'i       -i-niTi  husband  was 

rust  by  the  said  Richard  Moulton.  accurately  in- 

R.  E.  Lonsdale,  and  R.  M.  Mills,  might  be  ^atoe^anT" 
transfer  into  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  the  sum  ^^^^  ^^}^^ 

'■  ^  trusts  of  the 

.8*.  6d,  Reduced  Annuities,  standing  in  their  settlement— 
I  in  that  of  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale,  deceased,  doctrine  of 
ridends  accrued  thereon,  and  that  in  the  mean-  notice  onhe 
me  nught  be  secured  in  this  Court,  or  that  ^ontentsofan 
mt  Moulton  might  be  decreed  to  transfer  a  wasnotsuffi- 
to  the  plaintirs  name.  ttl'^band 

nded  bill  stated  that  the  plaintiff  for  more  than  ^^  *^®  ground 

ofacquies- 

onths  prior  to  April,  1859,  was  engaged  to  be  cence. 

\_»    t   .        T  Ji.  J.  1  Suppression 

his  late  wife ;  and  such  engagement  was  known  of  the  truth 
mdant  Richard  Moulton.     The  celebration  of  ^''  raisrepre- 

Bontation  of  a 

je  had  been  delayed,  waiting  for  an  increase  of  material  fact, 
enable  him  to  maintain  his  wife;   but  they  any  contract 
ted  and  known  as  engaged  persons.     Early  in  yaimity  of 
plaintiff  was  informed  by  his  late  wife,  that  a  ^i^Jch  depends 

upon  the  truth 

e  sum  of  money  had  been  left  her  by  Mrs.  and  accuracy 
died  on  the  10th  March,  1859 ;  and  thereupon  gentaUcm  on 
ff  obtained  his  late  wife's  consent  that  the  ^^^f ^  **  ^«» 

made. 
M 
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marriage  should  take  place  the  following  June.    TI10 
plaintiff  then  understood  from  his  late  wife  that  there 
was  a  legacy  of  lOOOZ.^  and  also  a  share  in  the  refflduaiy 
property  of  Mrs.  Child.     In  the  month   of  May  tlie 
plaintiff  was^  in  the  course  of  conversation,  informed  bjr 
his  intended  wife  that  her  money,  meaning  the  lepej, 
had  been  invested  in  the  funds,  and  that  she  had  been  to 
the  defendant  Moulton,  who  is  a  law  stationer,  and  OM 
of  the  two  executors  of  Mrs.  Child's  will,  and  signed 
some  document,  the  effect  of  which  she  was  informed  by 
Richard  Moulton  was  to  prevent  her  brother,  the  defeih 
dants  Lonsdale,  troubling  her  for  money^  and  her  spendio; 
it  without  the  intervention  of  her  uncle,  Mr.  ChristojAer 
Lonsdale,  the  other  executor.     The  plaintiff  was  on  tenii 
of  intimacy  with  the  defendants,  B.  M.  Lonsdale,  G.  ani 
W.  J.  Lonsdale ;  and  not  wishing  to  interfere  betweei 
his  intended  wife  and  brothers,  made  no  enquiries  of  hat 
about  the  matter. 

The  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  in  pursuance  of  their  fli> 
gagement,  were  married  on  the  16th  July,  1859. 

In  October,  1859,  the  plaintiff  was  requested  by  Ui 
wife  to  go  with  her  to  receive  her  dividend  on  the  hoiik 
representing  her  legacy  under  Mrs.  Child's  will,  tb 
dividends  of  which  were  then  payable ;  and  with  a  vief 
to  obtain  such  dividends  the  plaintiff  and  his  wift 
attended  at  the  Bank  of  England,  the  plaintiff's  wift 
having  the  same  day  handed  to  him  a  stock  receipt  fif 
IIOIZ.  ISs.  6d.  Three  per  Cent.  Reduced  Annuities.  0> 
attending  at  the  Bank  and  producing  the  receipt  tin 
plaintiff,  for  the  first  time,  ascertained  that  the  sfdd  smi 
was  standing  in  the  names  of  his  wife^  and  the  defendanti 
R.  E.  and  R.  M.  Mills,  and  he  immediately  told  loi 
wife  that  this  mode  of  investment  of  her  money  seemotl 
a  bad  arrangement,  and  one  to  which  he  objected*  Iki 
plaintiff's  wife  shortly  afterwards  told  him  that  she  hd 
been  to  Mr.  Yetts,  who,  the  plaintiff  knew,  had  been  te 
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Jitor  previously  to  her  marriagej  with  a  view  of 
ing  it  altered^  and  had  asked  him  to  make  a  will  for 
» giving  the  stock  to  her  husband ;  but  Mr.  Yetts  told 
it  was  not  necessary  for  her  to  make  such  a  will^  as^ 
oorse^  the  stock  would  be  his  on  her  deaths  if  he  sur- 
)d  her.  The  plaintiff  was  satisfied  with  this  explana- 
i^  and  made  no  further  inquiry  on  the  matter,  feeling 
sfied  that  his  wife's  property  could  not  be  dealt  with 
lOut  his  sanction,  and  that  his  interest  in  it  was  safe. 
>a  the  17th  February,  1860,  Mr.  Christopher  Lons- 
,  the  uncle  of  the  plaintiff's  wife,  who  was  one  of  the 
inters  of  Mrs.  Child's  will,  met  the  plaintiff  and  his 
!  for  the  purpose  of  paying  her  the  balance  of  her 
e  in  the  residue  of  Mrs.  Child's  property,  and  stated 
amount  to  be  146Z.  16*.  Irf.,  and  gave  them  a  state- 
t  of  the  residuary  account,  and  asked  them  to  sign  a 
t  receipt  for  the  sum  of  146Z.  16^.  Id.y  and  on  such 
ipt  being  signed  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  Mr.  C. 
ladale  gave  her  a  cheque  for  146/.  16^.  Id.  The  plain- 
then  stated  he  understood  his  wife  had  signed  some 
iment,  and  asked  the  nature  of  it.  He  gave  no  ex- 
lation  about  it,  and  said  Mr.  Moulton  had  it.  Tlie 
nent  and  receipt  given  as  above  confirmed  the  plain- 
i  belief  that  nothing  could  be  done  with  the  said  stock 
lout  his  sanction,  and  that  his  interest  was  safe ;  and 
\  the  communication  made  to  him  by  his  wife  of  what 
Yetts  had  said  to  her,  he  did  not  then  think  it 
»Bary  to  make  any  further  inquiries  about  the  said 
iment. 

he  plaintiff's  wife  died  on  the  30th  January,  1862, 
lOut  children.  The  plaintiff  invited  to  the  funeral, 
Qg  other  relatives  of  his  wife,  the  defendant  R.  E. 
sdale,  and  after  it  was  over  B.  E.  Lonsdale  asked  the 
itiff  if  there  was  any  will  by  his  late  wife  as  to  the 
leition  of  the  property,  of  which  he  was  trustee, 
r  a  document  executed  by  her.     The  plaintiff  replied 

M  2 
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he  did  not  know  that  there  was  any  will^  or  that  ai 
waa  necessary,  and  that  he  understood  from  his  ^ 
document  was  to  protect  the  money  from  the  influx 
her  brothers ;  however,  he  said  he  would  see  Mr. 
ton,  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  document, 
necessary,  consult  his  solicitor. 

A  few  days  afterwards  the  plaintiff  called  on  t 
fendant  Moulton,  who  stated,  in  answer  to  the  pla 
inquiry  whether  it  barred  his  rights  in  the  pn 
that,  unless  his  wife  had  left  a  will,  he  considc 
would.  The  defendant  Moulton  said  the  docume 
remained  in  his  hands  until  the  day  after  the  fi 
when  he  had  handed  it  over  to  the  defendant  R.  E. 
dale,  who  had  deposited  it  with  Mr.  Jennings'  so! 
He,  Moulton,  accompanied  the  plaintiff  to  Mr.  Jei 
solicitor,  who  read  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  promi 
send  him  a  copy,  which  he  did  a  few  days  afterwan 

The  settlement  was  as  follows : — 

"  This  indenture,  made  the  11th  day  of  Maj 
1859,  between  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale,  of  No.  4,  B< 
Street,  Chelsea,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  spini 
the  one  part,  and  Robert  Edward  Lonsdale,  of  1 
Old  Bond  Street,  in  the  said  county,  music  selh 
Richard  Maitland  Mills,  of  No.  140,  New  Bond  ! 
in  the  said  county,  music  seller,  of  the  othei 
Whereas  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale  has  lately 
fcrred  into  the  joint  names  of  herself  and  the  said  ] 
Edward  Lonsdale  and  Richard  Maitland  Mills  the  i 
1101/.  \%s.  M,y  SI.  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank  Am 
and  the  same  is  now  standing  in  their  names  in  the 
of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  Ed 
as  they  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale,  Robert  £ 
Lonsdale,  and  Richard  Maitland  Mills  hereby  adn 
acknowledge.    And  whereas  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lo 
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s  desirous  that  such  trusts  should  be  declared  of  the 
■id  sum  of  1101/.  18*,  6d.  SI.  per  cent.  Keduced  Bank 
JLimuities  as  are  hereinafter  contained.  Now  this  inden- 
mre  witnesseth  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  desire  of 
iie  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale,  it  is  hereby  declared  and 
igreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties  hereto  that  they 
he  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale,  Robert  Edward  Lonsdale, 
nd  Richard  Maitland  Mills  shall  stand  possessed  of  and 
nterested  in  the  said  sum  of  1101/.  ISs.  6rf.,  3/.  per  cent. 
leduced  Bank  Annuities,  and  the  interest  and  dividends 
hereof  upon  trust,  either  to  permit  the  said  Lucy  Mills 
iiOnsdale  during  her  life  to  receive  the  said  dividends  on 
he  eidd  Bank  Annuities  as  the  same  shall  become  due 
nd  payable,  or  for  the  said  Robert  Edward  Lonsdale 
ad  Richard  Maitland  Mills  to  receive  and  pay  the  same 
o  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale  for  her  own  absolute 
ice,  and  whose  receipt  for  the  same,  notwithstanding  any 
btare  coverture,  shall  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the 
lerson  or  persons  paying  the  same ;  and,  from  and  after 
lie  decease  of  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsda^ej  they  tlie 
ittd  Robert  Edward  Lonsdale  and  Richard  Maitlaiul 
■filb,  or  other  the  trustee  or  trustees  for  the  time  being 
rf  these  presents,  shall  stand  possessed  of  and  interested 
bi  the  said  sum  of  1101/.  18*.  6^/.  3/.  per  cent.  Reduced 
Buk  Annuities,  and  the  dividends  and  interest  to  become 
iae  in  respect  thereof,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents, 
pud  purposes  as  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale  shall,  not- 
irithatanding  any  coverture,  by  deed,  will,  or  codicil  duly 
i9ttcated  and  attested,  give,  devise,  or  appoint,  and  in 
il&iilt  of  any  such  gift,  bequest,  or  appointment,  and 
ii  fiur  as  any  such  shall  not  extend,  in  trust  for  such 
fmon  or  persons  as,  under  the  statutes  for  the  distribution 
if  the  effects  of  intestates,  would  have  become  entitled 
pereto  at  the  decease  of  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale, 
■  ihe  had  died  possessed  thereof  intestate  and  without 
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18^  having  been  married :  such  persons,  if  more  than  one,  1 
Pkidbaux  take  as  tenants  in  common  in  the  shares  in  which  the 
LoKSDALE.  wo^l^  be  entitled  under  the  same  statutes.  And  it 
hereby  declared  that^  notwithstanding  £he  trusts  afon 
said,  the  said  Robert  Edward  Lonsdale  and  Bichai 
Maitland  Mills,  and  any  trustee  or  trustees  to  be  appointc 
in  his  or  their  place,  on  any  previous  request  in  writiii 
for  that  purpose,  by  her  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdali 
and,  whether  she  shall  be  covert  or  sole,  shall  join  wil 
her  in  transferring  or  disposing  of  all  or  any  part  of  tl 
said  trust  premises  to  such  person  or  persons,  in  sue 
manner,  as  she  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale  shall,  b 
such  requests  in  writing,  direct  or  appoint  Provide 
also,  and  it  is  hereby  declared  that,  in  case  of  the  deat 
of  either  of  them,  the  said  Robert  Edward  Lonsdale  c 
Richard  Maitland  Mills,  before  the  trusts  hereby  repose 
in  them  shall  be  fully  performed,  or  their  or  either  c 
them  desiring  to  be  discharged  from  the  aforesaid  tnwti 
it  shall  be  lawful  for,  and  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Loxiadil 
is  hereby^  authorized  and  empowered  to  nominate  am 
appoint  a  trustee  or  trustees  to  supply  the  place  of  tbeo 
or  either  of  them  so  declining  or  becoming  incapable  ti 
act ;  and  thereupon  the  trust  funds  shall  be  transferrei 
^o  and  vested  in  such  newly-appointed  trustees,  joifltl) 
with  the  trustees  hereby  appointed,  or  in  the  new  tnwteei 
solely,  as  the  case  may  happen.  Provided  always  tkii 
the  trustee  and  trustees  hereby  appointed  or  to  be  ap 
]X)iDted  in  manner  aforesaid,  their  heirs,  executors,  o 
administrators,  shall  be  answerable  for  their  own  reepco 
tive  acts,  receipts,  and  defaults  only,  and  shall  be  I 
liberty  to  retain  and  allow  to  each  other  their  reasonaU 
costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  and  about  the  executifl 
of  the  trusts  hereby  reposed  in  them,  and  the  powers  ai 
discretion  hereinbefore  vested  in  the  trustees  heren 
named  shall  be  exercisable  by  the  trustees  or  trustee  ib 
the  time  being  of  these  presents.    In  witness  whenc 
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parties  to  these  presents  have  hereunto  set  their 
id  seals^  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

flted  by  B.  Moulton.] 

"  Lucy  Mills  Lonsdale. 
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sted  by  Christ.  Lonsdale.] 

"Robert  Edwabd  Lonsdale. 

sted  by  Christ.  Lonsdale.] 

"  RiCHABD  Maitland  Mills  (L.S.)" 

yOly  as  amended^  alleged  and  charged  that  until 
h  of  his  wife  the  plaintiflF  was  wholly  ignorant  of 
tence  of  such  a  settlement^  and  has  not  been  able 
and  does  not  believe  there  ever  existed  a  copy  of 
lement^  or  that  his  late  wife  ever  was  furnished 
f.  She  never  made  any  communication  to  the 
on  the  subject^  except  as  to  some  document  she  had 

0  protect  her  from  her  brothers.  The  said  Chris- 
ionsdale  and  Bichard  Moulton  were  the  executors 
Child.  The  bill  alleged^  that  in  matters  relating  to 
lild's  will  the  plaintiff's  wife  was  under  the  influ- 
C.  Lonsdale  and  R.  Moulton.  "  That  the  settle- 
is  wholly  prepared  by  R.  Moulton^  and  engrossed 
'  That  the  obtaining  the  execution  of  the  settle- 
is  a  fraud  upon  the  inchoate  marital  rights  of  the 

That  the  plaintiff's  wife,  on  the  occasion  of  the 
n  of  the  settlement,  was  without  any  legal  ad- 
id  was  herself  wholly  inexperienced  in  business, 

1  R.  Moulton  then  well  knew  that  Mr.  Yetts  was 
icrally  acting  as  her  solicitor  and  legal  adviser. 
i  recital  in  the  alleged  settlement  that  the  plain- 
b  had  then  lately  transferred  into  the  names  of 
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R.  E.  Lonsdale  and  B.  M.  Mills,  the  sum  of  1 101/.  188. 
was  and  must  have  been  known  to  be  untrue  to  the 
fendant  R.  Moulton,  who  inserted  such  recital  in 
alleged  settlement.  The  stock  was  part  of  the  sui 
13007.  Three  per  Cent.  Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  stao 
in  Mrs.  Child's  name  on  her  death,  and  was  transferre 
her  executors,  C.  Lonsdale  and  R.  Moulton,  into 
names  of  the  plaintifTs  wife  and  the  trustees  of 
alleged  settlement.  That  such  transfer  was,  undei 
circumstances,  a  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  R.  Ti 
ton.  That,  though  the  alleged  settlement  was  pre{ 
and  engrossed  by  R.  Moulton,  and  retained  bj  him 
its  execution,  he  never  communicated  its  existence  U 
plaintiff  during  his  wife's  life.  That  the  persons 
under  the  Statutes  of  Dbtribution,  would  have  be< 
entitled  are  her  brothers,  R.  M.  Lonsdale,  C.  Lens 
and  W.  J.  Lonsdale. 

The  plaintiff  subsequently  consulted  his  solicitor, 
wrote  to  the  defendants  R.  M.  Mills  and  R.  E.  I 
dale  on  the  14th  February,  186  ,  demanding  the  deli 
up  of  the  settlement  and  the  transfer  of  the  fund,  01 
ground  that  the  deed  was  executed  without  the  plaii 
knowledge  or  sanction,  and  in  violation  of  his  nu 
rights,  and  that  he  never  was  made  acquainted  that  1 
was  any  instrument  to  affect  his  rights  until  aftei 
death  of  his  wife.  In  reply  to  this  demand  Mr.  S 
Lonsdale  wrote  as  follows : — "  As  my  sister  left 
children,  I  feel  at  present  disinclined  to  waive  any  1 
that  I  may  have  to  any  portion  of  the  fund."  Mi 
Lonsdale  said,  "  I  do  not  feel  justified  in  waiving 
claim  I  may  have.*'  Mr.  J.  Lonsdale  joined  ii 
brother*s  determination. 

Letters  of  administration  of  his  wife's  estate  y 
subsequently  granted  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  material  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  < 
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id  of  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff^  which  was  gene- 
f  to  the  effect  of  the  allegations  on  the  bill^  and  of 

affidavits  of  his  solicitor,  Mr.  Yetts.  In  the  7th  para- 
)h  of  his  affidavit  the  plaintiff  deposed  as  follows :  — 
.  "  That  in  May,  1859, 1  in  the  course  of  conversation 

informed  by  my  intended  wife  that  her  money,  i>. 
legacy,  had  been  invested  in  the  funds,  and  that  she 

been  to  the  defendant  Moulton,  and  signed  some 
iment  the  effect  of  which  was,  she  was  informed 
Moulton,  to  prevent  her  brothers  (the  defendants) 
ibling  her  for  money,  and  her  spending  it  without 
intervention  of  her  uncle  Mr.  C.  Lonsdale. ' 
.  "  I  was  on  terms  of  intimacy  with  the  defendants, 
,  not  wishing  to  interfere  between  my  intended  wife  and 
brothers,  made  no  inquiries  of  her  about  the  matter." 
0.  "In  October,  1852,  I  was  requested  by  my  wife 
go  with  her  to  receive  the  October  dividend  on  the 
acy  under  Mrs.  Child's  will,  and  she  handed  me  a 
3k  receipt  for  1101/.  18*.  6d.  Three  per  Cent.  Reduced 
noities.  (11.)  On  attending  at  the  Bank  and  pro- 
sing the  receipt  I  for  the  first  time  ascertained  that  the 
i  sum  of  1101/.  18^.  6d,  Reduced  Annuities  was  standing 
ie  names  of  my  wife  and  of  the  above-named  defend- 
8  B.  E.  Lonsdale  and  B.  M.  Mills,  and  I  immediately 
i  my  wife  that  this  mode  of  investment  of  her  money 
med  a  bad  arrangement,  and  to  which  I  objected." 

12.  "  My  wife  shortly  afterwards  told  me  she  had  been 
Mr.  Yetts  with  a  view  of  getting  it  altered,  and  she 
ed  him  to  make  a  will  for  her,  giving  her  stock  to  her 
sband,  but  that  Mr.  Yetts  had  told  her  it  was  not 
lessary  for  her  to  make  such  a  will,  as  of  course  the 
ck  would  be  her  husband's  on  her  death  if  he  survived 
f.  I  knew  that  Mr.  Yett«  had  been  my  late  wife's 
icitor  before  her  marriage. 

13.  «  I  ^as  satisfied  with  this  explanation,  and  made 
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no  further  inquiry  on  the  matter^  feeling  satisfied  thai 
my  wife's  property  could  not  be  dealt  with  without  mj 
sanction^  and  that  my  interest  in  it  was  safe. 

14.  «  On  the  17th  February,  1860,  Mr.  C.  Lonadale 
(one  of  Mrs.  Child's  executors)  called  to  pay  my  wife 
the  balance  of  her  share  of  the  residue  under  Mrs.  Child'' 
will,  and  gave  us  two  papers,  and  asked  us  to  sign  i 
joint  receipt  for  the  sum  of  146/.  16*.  4rf.,  and  on  Bud 
receipt  being  signed  gave  my  wife  a  cheque  for  tha 
sum.  I  then  stated  to  Mr.  C.  Lonsdale  that  I  under 
stood  my  wife  had  signed  some  document,  and  asked  th 
nature  of  it.  He  gave  no  explanation,  and  said  tb 
R.  Moulton  had  it." 

20.  "  I,  until  after  the  death  of  my  late  wife,  wa 
wholly  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  such  settlement,  am 
though  I  have  diligently  searched  have  been  unable  t 
find,  and  I  do  not  believe  there  ever  existed,  any  copy  c 
such  settlement  among  the  papers  of  my  late  wife,  and 
do  not  believe  she  was  ever  furnished  with  any  copy  o 
abstract  of  the  settlement,  and  she  never  made  any  com 
munication  to  me  on  the  subject  of  the  said  stock  othe 
than  herein  mentioned." 

21.  "  C.  Lonsdale  and  R.  Moulton,  the  attesting  wit 
nesses  to  the  settlement,  were  the  executors  of  Mrs.  Child 
and  were  trustees  for  my  late  wife,  and  she  was  unde 
their  influence  in  all  matters  relating  to  her  interest) 
under  the  will." 

22.  "  My  late  wife,  on  the  occasion  of  the  allege 
settlement,  was  without  any  legal  adviser,  although,  as  th( 
defendant  Richard  Moulton  and  C.  Lonsdale  then  >¥el 
knew,  Mr.  Yetts  was  then  generally  acting  as  her  solicitor 
and  legal  adviser ;  and  she  was  herself  wholly  inex 
perienced  in  legal  matters." 

Mr.  Yetts,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  also  deposed  that  h< 
had  acted  for  tho  family  of  Mrs.  Prideaux.     That  ii 
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April,  1859,  Mr.  C.  Lonsdale  jocosely  observed  that  her 
legacy  had  soon  brought  Mrs.  Prideaux  a  husband.  That  Prideaux 
on  the  19th  November,  1859,  Mrs.  Prideaux  called  on 
me,  and  stated  she  had  to  consult  me  about  making  her 
will,  as  she  wished  to  leave  the  legacy,  which  she  had 
derived  under  Mrs.  Child's  will,  to  her  husband.  I  stated 
to  her  that  a  married  woman  could  not  make  a  will ;  and 
that  on  her  death,  what  stock  was  standing  in  her  name 
would  belong  to  her  husband.  These  remarks  were 
made  under  the  impression  that  no  settlement  had  been 
made  prior  to  her  marriage.  But,  in  order  to  arrive  at  a 
safe  conclusion  upon  the  subject,  I  asked  her  if  she  had 
executed  a  settlement  prior  to  her  marriage.  To  this  she 
answered  she  had  not  done  so.  I  then  asked  her  if  she 
had  signed  any  memorandum  or  other  document,  when 
she  stated  that  she  had,  prior  to  her  marriage,  signed 
8ome  writing  or  memorandum  prepared  by  Mr.  Moulton, 
the  object  of  which  was  to  protect  her  money  from  her 
brothers.  I  then  said  I  could  not  advise  her  further 
without  seeing  this  document,  and  I  requested  her  to 
borrow  it  of  the  said  Richard  Moulton,  and  let  me  see  it. 
This  she  promised  to  do,  and  I  was  under  the  impression 
»he  left  the  oflSce  for  that  purpose.  The  said  late  plain- 
tiff's wife  not  having  called  upon  me  again  as  I  had  ex- 
pected, in  about  a  week  or  ten  days  from  the  time  she 
was  in  my  ofGce  I  called  on  the  said  Bichard  Moulton  at 
bia  said  oflSce,  and  I  then  mentioned  to  him  that  Mrs. 
Prideaux,  the  plaintiff's  late  wife,  had  requested  me  to 
JDake  her  will,  and  he  asked  me  why  I  did  not  do  so.  I 
"aid  my  reason  for  not  doing  so  was,  that  a  married  woman 
could  not  make  a  will;  but  that  she  had  informed  me  she 
b«d  signed  some  document  prepared  by  him,  and  which 
he  had,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  see  it  before  I  could 
•dvise  her  upon  the  subject.  That  I  had  requested  her 
^  call  upon  him  for  a  loan  of  the  document  to  let  me  see 
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it^  and  I  had  not  since  seen  her  upon  the  subject.  The 
only  answer  he  made  was  that  he  had  not  seen  her^  and 
he  never  offered  either  to  produce  the  document  or  to 
give  any  explanation  upon  the  subject,  and  that  interview 
terminated. 

4.  "  On  the  14th  day  of  February,  1862, 1  called  at 
the  said  office  of  the  said  Bichard  Moulton,  and  asked  him 
who  prepared  the  deed,  of  which  a  copy  is  set  out  in  the 
17th  paragraph  of  the  bill  in  this  suit,  when  he  siud  a 
solicitor  prepared  it  by  his  direction,  and  he  altered  the 
draft ;  and  that  the  object  of  the  deed  was  to  prevent  the 
brothers  of  the  plaintiff's  late  wife  getting  the  money." 

Henry  Muskett  Yetts,  a  son  of  the  last  witness,  de- 
posed as  follows : — 

2.  "  I  well  remember  Lucy  Mills  Prideaux,  in  the 
pleadings  of  this  cause  named,  calling  at  the  office  of  the 
said  Joseph  Muskett  Yetts  on  the  19th  of  November, 
1859,  and  while  I  was  preparing  to  leave  the  room,  as 
was  usual  on  such  occasions,  the  said  Lucy  Mills  Pri- 
deaux  stated  in  my  presence  that  she  had  called  to  con- 
sult my  father  about  making  her  will,  as  she  wished  to 
leave  the  legacy  which  she  had  derived  under  Mrs. 
Child's  will  to  her  husband.  In  reply  to  which  I  heard 
my  father  tell  her  that  a  married  woman  could  not  make 
a  will,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  her  to  do  so,  as 
her  husband  would,  of  course,  be  entitled  to  the  stock  on 
her  death  if  he  survived  her." 

Bichard  Maitland  Lonsdale,  Charles  and  William 
James  Lon8dale>  three  of  the  defendants,  put  in  a  joint 
and  several  answer  to  the  amended  bill.  They  denied 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  engaged  to  be  married  for 
eighteen  months  prior  to  the  marriage,  and  alleged  that 
the  marriage  was  a  surprise  to  all  the  friends  of  the 
plaintiff's  late  wife. 

They  admitted,  in  the  answer  to  the  original  bill,  that 
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the  settlement  had  been  suggested^  engrossed^  and  pre- 
pired  by  the  defendant  Moulton^  and  that  the  matter  was 
diflcu68ed  at  a  meeting  between  Christopher  Lonsdale^ 
Richard  Moulton,  and  the  plaintiff's  late  wife ;  but  that 
the  was  not  advised  by  any  independent  solicitor.  The 
trastees,  R.  E.  Londsdale  and  B.  M.  Mills^  by  their 
answer^  denied  that  improper  influence  was  used.  They 
alleged  they  were  unable  to  say  whether  the  legacy  had 
been  in  the  name  or  power  of  the  plaintiff's  late  wife. 
They  alleged  they  declined  to  transfer  the  fund  to  the 
pUmtiff  on  account  of  the  conflicting  claims. 

Richard  Moulton,  in  his  answer  to  the  original  bill^ 
from  his  belief,  denied  that  the  plaintiff  was  wholly  igno- 
nmt  of  the  existence  of  a  settlement.  He  admitted  tha^ 
the  plaintiff's  wife  never  had  a  copy  of  th^  settlement^ 
but  alleged  she  was  perfectly  acquainted  with  the  powers 
under  it  He  denied  that  he  had  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  plaintiff's  late  wife  was  about  to  be  married,  or  that 
the  settlement  was  prepared  with  reference  to  such  mar- 
ntge.  He  admitted  that  the  stock  never  stood  in  the 
uune  of  the  plaintiff's  late  wife  alone,  and  that  the  settle- 
inent  was  retained  by  him,  and  never  communicated  by 
him  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  Mr.  Yetts,  or  to  any  person  on 
the  plaintiff 's  behalf.  In  his  afl&davit,  filed  on  the  16  th 
January,  1863,  Mr.  Moulton  deposed  (paragraph  7)  that 
the  plaintiff's  late  wife  never,  after  the  execution  of  the 
settlement,  requested  him  to  show  her  the  deed  of  settle- 
n^ent,  nor  ever  made  any  communication  to  him  on  the 
•abject 

Paragraph  8  was  as  follows : — ^^  I  say  that,  to  the  best 
of  my  knowledge  and  belief,  the  said  Joseph  Muskett 
J^etts  did  not,  as  mentioned  in  the  3rd  paragraph  of  his 
^^vit,  call  at  my  office,  nor  mention  to  me  that  the 
plaintiff's  late  wife  had  requested  him  to  make  her  will ; 
^t  did  I  ask  the  said  J.  M.  Yetts  why  he  had  not  done 
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80 ;  nor  did  he  inform  me  that  his  reason  for  not  doing  i 
was^  that  a  married  woman  could  not  make  a  will ;  m 
that  she  had  informed  him  she  had  signed  some  docomex 
prepared  by  me.  Nor  did  J.  M.  Yetts  say  it  was  necei 
sary  to  see  it  before  he  could  advise  her  on  the  subjec 
Nor  did  he  say  that  he  had  been  requested  by  the  plaii 
tiff's  late  wife  to  call  on  me  for  a  loan  of  the  documen 
to  let  him  see  it ;  nor  that  he  had  not  since  seen  her  o 
the  subject.  Nor  did  I  reply  that  I  had  not  seen  tb 
plaintiff's  late  wife ;  nor  did  the  said  Yetts,  at  any  tinu 
ask  me  to  produce  the  document^  or  ask  me  for  any  ei 
planation  on  the  subject.  For  I  say  that^  if  the  sai 
Yetts  had  done  so,  as  he  was  then  acting  occasionally  as  m 
solicitor^  and  as  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  C.  Lonsdale,  I  shouli 
not  have  hesitated  to  let  him  see  the  said  document'' 


Argument 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Batteriy  for  the  plaintiff. 

There  are  two  grounds  on  which  this  settlement  ough 
to  be  set  aside. 

First,  because  when  Mrs.  Prideaux  executed  it  sh 
was  neither  properly  advised,  nor  made  aware  of  th 
effect  of  her  act,  which  was  a  most  improvident  one 
Secondly,  because  it  was  a  fraud  on  the  marital  right  c 
the  plaintiff. 

On  the  first  point  it  was  clear,  from  the  evidence,  thi 
Mrs.  Prideaux  had  not  had  proper  advice,  although  th 
trustees  of  Mrs.  Child's  will  well  knew  that  Mr.  Yetl 
was  her  solicitor.  She  executed  the  settlement  at  th 
bidding  of  Christopher  Lonsdalje  and  Moulton.  Itwi 
equally  clear  she  was  not  aware  of  the  effect  of  her  acl 
as  she  informed  her  husband  that  the  fund  would  becom 
his  by  survivorship.  It  was  proved  she  had  never  had  j 
copy  of  the  settlement.  These  grounds  were  sufficient  i 
this  Court  to  invalidate  any  deed,  and  a  marriage  settle 
ment  was  no  exception  to  the  rule. 
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On  the  second  ground^  also^  of  fraud  on  the  marital 
right,  the  settlement  ought  to  be  set  aside.  The  treaty 
of  marriage  was  pending  at  the  date  of  the  deed.  It  was 
admitted  that  no  copy  of  the  settlement  had  ever  been 
supplied  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  wife ;  and  it  was  proved 
that  all  the  husband  was  told  was  that  some  document 
had  been  executed^  which  did  not  affect  his  or  his  wife's 
right  On  all  the  cases  this  was  enough  to  invalidate  the 
lettlement. 

In  the  Countess  of  Strathmore  v.  Bowes  (a).  Lord  Eldon 
intimated  that  there  might  be  a  fraud  on  the  marital  right, 
though  he  thought  in  that  particular  case,  though  there 
was  concealment,  there  was  no  fraud.  "  The  husband 
must  not  be  cheated"  (b).  In  Goddard  v.  Snow  (c), 
a  woman,  ten  months  before  her  marriage,  but  after 
the  commencement  of  that  intimate  acquaintance  with 
her  future  husband  which  ended  in  marriage,  made 
a  settlement  of  a  sum  of  money,  which  he  did  not  know 
her  to  be  possessed  of.  The  marriage  took  place,  she 
concealing  from  him  both  her  right  to  the  money  and  the 
existence  of  the  settlement.  Ten  years  afterwards  she 
died,  and  after  her  death  he  filed  a  bill  to  have  the 
Money  paid  to  him,  and  the  Court  held  the  settlement  void 
M  a  fraud  on  his  marital  right.  In  Taylor  v.  Pugh  (d), 
it  was  laid  down  that  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
establish  his  right,  to  impeach  a  settlement  that  the 
husband  should  prove  actual  fraud  or  deception,  for  de- 
ception will  be  inferred  if,  after  the  commencement  of  the 
^ty  for  marriage,  the  wife  should  have  attempted  to 
dispose  of  her  property  without  the  knowledge  or  con- 
currence of  her  intended  husband. 

In  this  case  there  was  also  this  further  circumstance, 
^t  the  deed  recited  that  Mrs.  Prideaux  had  transferred 
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the  fund  to  the  trustees^  whereas  she  never  had  domi 
over  the  fund  at  all.  In  Lewellin  v.  C!obbold{a\ 
Court  had  held  that  the  falsehood  of  the  recitals  in  a 
tlement  on  a  material  point  was  sufficient  to  invdi 
the  deed. 

[^Bumham  v.  Bennett  (Ji)  was  also  cited]. 

It  would  be  contended  that  there  had  been  acquiesc 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  but  it  had  been  proved 
the  plaintiff  had  not  such  knowledge  of  the  circumstanc 
that  he  could  be  held  to  have  acquiesced.  It  was  submi 
that  on  these  grounds  the  settlement  ought  to  be  set  af 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Fooks  for  the  next  of  kin  of 
plaintiff's  wife,  who  were  entitled  to  the  funds  under 
settlement. 

This  bill  must  be  dismissed ;  first,  because  the  phui 
had  not  shown  that  the  wife  executed  this  settlemen 
contemplation  of  marriage,  and  without  the  knowledg 
the  plaintiff;  and  secondly,  on  the  ground  of  the  husba 
acquiescence. 

On  the  first  point,  the  case  of  Goddard  v.  Snow 
cited  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  showed  that  there  muff 
concealment,  which  was  not  even  pretended  here.  1 
the  husband  knew  that  some  document  had  been  execi 
was  not  disputed. 

In  Maber  v.  Hobbs  (rf),  which  much  resembles 
case,  a  single  woman  transferred  stock  into  the  j( 
names  of  herself  and  two  trustees ;  and  on  the  daj 
the  transfer  she  and  the  trustees,  without  referent 
marriage^  executed  a  settlement,  declaring  the  trusts, 
to  pay  the  dividends  to  herself  for  life  for  her  sepw 


(a)  1  S.  &  G.  376. 
(Jf)  2  Coll.  254. 

On  the  Bubject  of  settlenrients 
seeSlocombey,  Glubh,  2  B.  C.  C. 


545,  and  Durnford  v.  Lam 
B.  C.  C.  106. 

(c)  1  Kuss.  485. 

(d)  2  Y.  &  C.  (Ex.)  817. 
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§e,  independently  of  any  husband  she  might  marry,  and        J^f?! 
icr  her  death  on  such  trusts  as  she,  notwithstanding  her    i*ftii>BAux 
)Tertnre,  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint.     And  in  default    Lonsoalk. 
)r  her,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.     She      4  igmtwnt. 
Elerwards  married,  and  by  a  deed  reciting  the  settlement 
nd  executed  by  her  and  her  husband,  assigned  the  fund, 
od  it  was  held,  though  under  the  settlement  she  might 
ot  have  had  power  to  make  the  assignment,  it  was 
lEd. 

In  England  v.  Downs  {a),  it  was  held  that,  though 
ilfiil  concealment  from  the  husband  would  entitle  him 
)  relief,  yet  there  might  be  concealment,  or  rather 
OQ-communication,  ^^  which  was  no  fraud  on  the  marital 
gbt''  That  was  the  most  that  could  be  pretended  in 
liflcase. 

In  SL  George  v.  Wiake  (J),  where  a  lady,  pending  a 
«aty  of  marriage,  which  afterwards  took  effect,  made 
Toluntary  assignment  of  part  of  her  property  to  her 
Bter,  it  was  held  that  the  husband,  who  was,  under  the 
ircnmstances  presumed  to  have  had  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment before  his  marriage,  was  not  entitled  to  set  it  aside 
&  the  ground  of  fraud  on  his  marital  rights. 
(Soader  v.  Clark{c\  was  also  cited.) 
They  also  contended  that  there  had  been  acquiescence. 
Inder  these  circumstances  it  was  submitted  that  the 
laintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  asked,  and  the  bill 
Qght  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mr.  Southffote  and  Mr.  Cracknall  for  Moulton. 

This  was  not  a  bill  against  trustees  for  a  breach  of 
f^t,  inasmuch  as  such  a  bill  must  seek  relief  against 
^  trustees.  Then,  how  could  it  be  sustained  against 
«oulton  ?    He  was  in  that  view  a  mere  agent,  and  not 

(«)  2  Bear.  622.        {p)  1  M.  &  K.  610.        (c)  2  M.  &  G.  382. 
TOL  IT.  N 
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liable  as  such.  Le  Texier  v.  Tlie  Margraviiu  of  A 
tpack(a)i  Martbally,  Sladden(b). 

{^Reynell  y.  Sprrfe{c),  and  Small  t,  AttKcod(([),  vi 
also  dted.] 

On  the  questioD  how  &r  the  eettlemeat  was  ralid  igu 
the  husband,  the  case  made  by  the  bill  fiuled.  1 
settlement  was  not  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  for 
intended  marrii^e  was  unknown  to  Moulton.  Tl 
respect  t«  the  recital,  as  the  property  was  stock  it  m 
have  been  absurd  to  have  transferred,  the  fond  to 
legatee  in  order  to  be  ^ain  retransferred  by  her  to 
trustees.     The  common  form  had  been  used. 

[The  Vice-Chancellob. — What  evidence  is  thei 
show  she  intended  making  a  gift  of  her  property  to 
next  of  kin  ?] 

She  was  told  by  Moulton,  if  she  wished  her  hosbu 
have  it  she  must  make  a  settlement. 

The  true  test  was  this,  could  she  herself  come  b 
the  dcedaside?  Ccrtiunly  not;  evenif  she  did  notii 
first  instance  fully  understand  the  settlement,  she  cU 
adopted  it.      She  had  posseaaion  of  the  stock  reot 
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3  waa  not  a  party  to  the  settlement^  and  he  asks  relief 
the  ground  that  it  has  defrauded  him  of  her  personal 
'perty,  to  which^  by  his  marital  right,  he  was  entitled, 
[t  has  been  argued  that,  because  the  husband  was 
I  before  the  marriage  that  the  lady  had  executed 
le  instrument  affecting  the  property  in  question, 
nras  bound  to  inquire  into  the  nature  of  the  instru- 
it,  and  is,  therefore,  fastened  with  a  notice  of  its 
tents,  and  is  bound  by  acquiescence,  so  as  to  have 

any  right  to  set  it  aside.  It  is,  however,  impossible 
ipply  the  doctrine  of  constructive  notice  to  a  case  of 

kind.  The  information  which  the  plaintiff  received 
to  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  instrument  was  in- 
rectw  Suppression  of  the  truth  or  misrepresentation 
\  material  fact*  will  vitiate  any  contract  or  gift  the 
dity  of  which  depends  upon  the  truth  and  accuracy  of 
representations  on  which  it  was  made.  Acquiescence, 
hout  fiiU  and  sufficient  knowledge  and  understanding 
ihe  real  nature  and  effect  of  the  instrument,  can  be  of 
avail. 

i  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
fw  or  understand  the  real  nature  and  effect  of  the 
brunent  at  any  time  before  the  death  of  his  wife ;  and 
ilflo  appears  that  the  wife  herself  never  perfectly  under- 
Dd  the  effect  of  that  ultimate  trust  which  deprived  the 
mtiff  of  his  marital  right.  Nor  is  there  anything 
ihew  that  the  persons  who  under  that  ultimate  trust 
V  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  property,  were  under- 
)d  or  intended  by  her  to  be  objects  of  her  bounty,  to  the 
Insion  of  the  rights  of  her  husband.  This  ultimate 
8t  could  not  have  prevailed  against  children  of  the 
rriage,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the  fact  that  there 
been  no  child  of  the  marriage  can  make  such  a  trust 
avour  of  mere  volunteers  valid  against  the  surviving 
band.  There  must  be  a  decree  declaring  that  the 
[ement  is  invalid,  and  ought  to  bo  delivered  up  to  be 
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aseelled,  ind  that  the  defendant  pay  to  the  plaintiff  tht 
Boets  of  the  suit. 

As  to  the  clefeadant  Moultun,  it  has  been  argued  tint 
b  if  improperly  made  a  defendant,  and  that  the  plaiiitlffii 
3pl«  eatitletl  to  any  relief  against  him.  It  ie  true  that  he  is 
i  :  rioicil  as  a  ]iai-tv  tu  llie  dccil  wlilcli  has  intcrcejiieil  iW 
■chol  right :  but  the  pri>i)evty  of  which  the  plaintiff  k  ii- 
pciwd  by  the  deed  was  a  Icf^acy  under  a  will,  of  whicii  tit 
defendant  Moulton  wag  the  executor.  He  was  the  adriiei 
Hid  framerof  the  deed.  The  recital  of  the  transierofllii* 
legacy  by  the  plaintilfswife  into  the  names  of  the  tniateet 
tti  the  deed,  is  not  a  true  and  accurate  recital.  He  framed 
the  ultimate  trust  which  has  excluded  the  marital  rigiit 
of  the  plaintifi',  and  is  a  voluntary  trust  in  favour  of 
persons  whom  neither  the  wife  herselt  nor  the  plaintiff 
knew  to  be  an  object  of  her  bounty.  Knowing  the  red 
uature  of  the  deed,  aud  not  having  any  right  to 
custody  ot  it,  he  kept  it  in  liSa  own  repositories,  andai 
comninnicated  its  nature  or  cuutcnts  to  the  plaii^ 
whose  rights  were  ao  materially  affected  by  it.  It 
pears  that  he  never  Informed  the  plaintifTs  wife,  wl 
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Re  SAUNDERS'S  ESTATE. 
SAUNDERS  V.  WATSON. 

Alfred  SAUNDERS,  in  November  and  December,  a  voluntary 
1860,  committed    acts   of   embezzlement   by   misappro-  J^^^""'*"^ 
jriating  certain  monies  belonojinc:  to  the  Corporation  of  ©»tate,  exe- 

*.  „  00  JT  cuted  in  favour 

Melbourne.  of  a  wife  and 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  23rd  May,  1861,  between  commiMion  of 
-Alfred  Saunders  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Browning  *  ^f  j?!?' 
•nd  William  Jones  of  the  other  part,  A.  Saunders  as-  in  fear  of  con- 
ttgned  to  the  said  Browning  and  Jones  all  his  share  and  jyeW  invalid 
interest  under  the  will  of  his  father,  upon  trust,  imme-  ^^  ^® 
lately  on  the  receipt  of  the  same,  to  invest  it  in  Govem- 
inent  or  real  securities  in  Victoria,  and  to  pay  the  interest, 
£?idends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof  to  his  wife  for  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  and,  from  and  after  her  decease, 
lo  divide  the  same  among  his  children  absolutely. 

At  the  date  of  the  deed  A.  Saunders  was  resident  at 
Melbourne.     His  father  died  in  1860. 

On  the  8th  June,  1861,  Alfred  Saunders  was  arrested 
*  a  charge  of  embezzlement,  which,  by  the  law  in  force 
ia  Melbourne,  is  a  felony.  On  the  21st  June,  1861,  he 
*«  convicted,  and  sentenced  to  a  term  of  imprisonment. 

A  bill  had  been  filed  to  administer  the  estato  of  the 
^or's  father,  and  A.  Saunders's  share  had  been  carried 
>  his  separate  account,  or  to  the  account  of  the  parties 
^titled.  A  petition  was  now  presented  in  the  cause  by 
^  trustees  for  payment  of  that  share.  The  petition 
Utained  the  following  allegation : — 
•'Prior  to  his  conviction  and  apprehension,  the  said 

Saunders  offered  and  proposed  to  the  Corporation  of 
elbourne^  who  subsequently  arrested  and  prosecut^^d 
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cancelled^  and  that  the  defendant  pay  to  the  plaintif 
costs  of  the  suit. 

As  to  the  defendant  Moulton^  it  has  been  argued 
he  is  improperly  made  a  defendant,  and  that  the  plain 
not  entitled  to  any  relief  against  him.  It  is  true  that 
not  named  as  a  party  to  the  deed  which  has  intercepte 
marital  right;  but  the  property  of  which  the  plaintiff: 
prived  by  the  deed  was  a  legacy  under  a  will,  of  whic 
defendant  Moulton  was  the  executor.  He  was  the  ac 
and  framer  of  the  deed.  The  recital  of  the  transfer  c 
legacy  by  the  plaintifTs  wife  into  the  names  of  the  tn 
of  the  deed,  is  not  a  true  and  accurate  recital.  He  it 
the  ultimate  trust  which  has  excluded  the  marital 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  is  a  voluntary  trust  in  fayoi 
persons  whom  neither  the  wife  herself  nor  the  plf 
knew  to  be  an  object  of  her  bounty.  Knowing  th< 
nature  of  the  deed,  and  not  having  any  right  \a 
custody  of  it,  he  kept  it  in  his  own  repositories,  and : 
communicated  its  nature  or  contents  to  the  pla 
whose  rights  were  so  materially  affected  by  it.  I 
pears  that  he  never  informed  the  plaintiff's  wife,  n 
he  procured  to  execute  this  ultimate  voluntary  tru 
its  real  nature  and  effect.  Throughout  the  whole  t 
action  he  was  more  an  actor  than  an  agent.  His  coi 
has  been  mainly  the  occasion  of  this  litigation,  and,  i 
these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  d 
against  him  and  the  other  defendants  for  payment  a 
costs  of  the  suit. 
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Re  SAUNDERS'S  ESTATE. 
SAUNDERS  V.  WATSON. 

iLFRED  SAUNDERS,  in  November  and  December,  a  voluntary 
560,  committed   acts   of   embezzlement*  by   misappro-  "^"^^^^  ""^ 
riating  certain  monies  belonging  to  the  Corporation  of  estate,  exe- 

.  „  00  m:  cuted  in  favour 

ieiboume.  of  a  wife  and 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  23rd  May,  1861,  between  commiMion  of 
Jfred  Saunders  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Browning  *^f ^^^     a 
id  William  Jones  of  the  other  part,  A.  Saunders  as-  in  fear  of  con- 
ned to  the  said  Browning  and  Jones  all  his  share  and  j^eZe/ invalid 
terest  under  the  wUl  of  his  father,  upon  trust,  imme-  g^^l*^' 
ately  on  the  receipt  of  the  same,  to  invest  it  in  Govem- 
ent  or  real  securities  in  Victoria,  and  to  pay  the  interest, 
vidends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof  to  his  wife  for  the 
rm  of  her  natural  life,  and,  from  and  after  her  decease, 
divide  the  same  among  his  children  absolutely. 
At  the  date  of  the  deed  A.  Saunders  was  resident  at 
elboume.     His  father  died  in  1860. 
On  the  8th  June,  1861,  Alfred  Saunders  was  arrested 
a  charge  of  embezzlement,  which,  by  the  law  in  force 
Melbourne,  is  a  felony.     On  the  21st  June,  1861,  he 
«  convicted,  and  sentenced  to  a  term  of  imprisonment. 
A  biU  had  been  filed  to  administer  the  estate  of  the 
tlor's  father,  and  A.  Saunders's  share  had  been  carried 
his  separate  account,  or  to  the  account  of  the  parties 
itled.     A  petition  was  now  presented  in  the  cause  by 
trustees  for  payment  of  that  share.     The  petition 
tuned  the  following  allegation : — 
Prior  to  his  conviction  and  apprehension,  the  said 
Saunders  offered  and  proposed  to  the  Corporation  of 
boumC)  who  subsequently  arrested  and  prosecuted 
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him^  that^  upon  receiving  the  money  coming  to  him  i 
this  suit,  he  would  pay  and  make  good  the  monies  nrhic 
had  been  used  or  appropriated  by  him  belonging  to  th 
Corporation." 

Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  TcUfaurd  Salter  now  appeared  ft 
the  petitioner,  and  asked  for  payment  to  them  of  th 
fund. 


Mr.  Wichens. — An  assignment  by  a  person  chaiged 
with  felony,  and  subsequently  convicted,  is  void  as  against 
the  Crown :  Morewood  v.  Wilkes  (jol).  In  this  case  it  WM 
clear  that  the  settlement  was  made  in  contemplation  of 
conviction,  and  was  therefore  void. 


Judgment.       The  ViCE-ChaNCELLOB  ; — 

The  question  is  whether  the  settlement  of  the  23id 

May  was  executed  in  order  to  defeat  the  right  of  Ae 

Crown  to  the  personal  property  of  the  felon.    If  tib 

date  mentioned  in  the  indictment  is  correct,  the  act  of 

felony  was  committed  before  the  execution  of  the  deed* 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  date  in  the  indictment  waa 

immaterial,  and  that  the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  ca 

any  act  committed  before  the  trial.     It  may  be  in  a  seflfls 

immaterial ;  but  only  in  the  sense  that  it  might  have  been- 

shown  to  be  false  by  those  who  allege  that  it  is  so.   I 

think  the  date  mentioned  in  the  indictment  mustbe/Tuat 

facie  evidence  of  the  true  date  of  the  act     The  petitwia 

moreover  states  an  offer  to  pay  the  money,  which  ma* 

have  been  made  before  the  settlement.     I  assume,  tkera^ 

fore,  that  the  acts  committed  were  before  the  date  of  4* 

settlement ;  and  if  the  deed  was  executed  in  apprelMB^ 

sion  of  a  conviction  it  was  clearly  fraudulent     Ti^ 

petition  must  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  it  aeeka  pijment  (a 

(a)  Car.  &  P.  144. 
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the  fimd  in  court  to  the  tnistees  of  the  settlement  of 
Maj,  1861;  and  it  must  be  declared  that  that  settlement 
is  invalid  The  costs  of  all  parties  to  come  out  of  the 
fond  in  court,  and  the  balance  to  be  transferred  to  the 
Solicitor  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Assistant  Paymaster 
for  the  time  being. 


181 

1868. 

Re 

Saunders' 

Estate. 

Saunders 

V. 

Watson. 
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ENO  V.  TATHAM. 

iHIS  was  a  suit  by  the  infant  son  of  the  testator  against 
the  testator's  widow,  his  executrix  and  residuary  legatee, 
tod  her  second  husband,  for  the  administration  of  his,  the 
teitator's,  estate,  and  praying  also  that  it  might  be  de- 
dared  as  between  the  infant  and  the  testator's  widow, 
that  the  personal  estate  was  primarily  liable  to  the  pay- 
Bent  of  a  mortgage  debt  for  1700/.  and  interest,  and  that 
tii6  personal  estate  might  be  applied  in  payment  of  such 
Biortgage  debt. 

The  testator,  Hildred  Eno,  by  his  will,  dated  the  11th 
November,  1857,  having  appointed  his  wife,  Harriet  Eno, 
his  executrix^  and  William  and  Isaac  Sykes  to  be  his 
tnutees,  made  the  following  disposition  as  to  his  per- 
Mai  estate: — 

^  I  give  my  household  goods,  live  and  dead  stock,  and 
0ther  my  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and 
iHieresoever,  unto  my  wife  absolutely,  subject  to  the  pay- 
itent  of  my  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses." 

The  testator  then  devised  all  his  real  estates  to  the  said 
William  and  Isaac  Sykes,  upon  trust  to  let  the  same^  from 
>ear  to  year^  or  for  any  term  not  exceeding  seven  years. 


January  10. 

A  bequest  of 
all  testator's 
personal  estate 
to  his  execu- 
trix, subject 
to  the  payment 
of  hi»  just 
debts  and 
funornl  and 
testamentary 
expenses,  was 
held,  on  the 
construction  of 
thoActl7&18 
Vic.  c.  113, 
a  Buflicient 
manifestation 
of  an  intention 
flint  a  real 
estate  vcm 
not  to  be  pri- 
marily liable 
to  a  mort- 
gage debt. 

WooUtetk" 
croft  V.  Wool' 
stencroft 
distinguished. 
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Statement* 


provided  his  wife  should  so  long  live,  and  upon 
stand  possessed  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof^  i 
for  his  wife  for  life ;  and  from  and  after  her  deceas 
trust  to  sell  the  same^  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
arising  irom  such  sale^  for  the  benefit  of  his  broth 
sisters^  nephews  and  nieces. 

Bj  a  codicil  to  his  will  dated  the  6th  May^  IS 
testator,  after  reciting  that  his  wife,  since  the  ma 
his  will,  had  borne  him  a  son,  declared  that  all  1 
estates,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  his  said  wife, 
be  held  by  his  trustees  upon  trust,  in  the  event 
had  happened,  for  his  said  son  and  only  child,  th< 
tifif,  Hildred  Allis  Eno,  absolutely. 

The  testator  died  on  the  2nd  September,  1859, ' 
altering  his  will  and  codicil.  William  and  Isaac 
the  trustees  named  in  the  will,  disclaimed  the  tru 
other  trustees  had  been  appointed. 

At  the  date  of  his  decease  the  testator  was  se 
fee  simple  of  certain  real  estate  at  Stickney,  in  I 
shire,  which  he  had  mortgaged  for  17002.,  which  m 
was  still  subsisting. 

In  January,  1860,  Harriet  Eno,  the  testator's 
and  executrix,  married  the  defendant  William  Tal 


Under  an  order  of  the  Court  Mrs.  Tatham  a] 
separately  from  her  husband. 


Argument, 


Mr.  ISchomberg  for  the  plaintiff. — But  for  the  di 
Lord  Campbell  in  Woolstencroft  v.  fVoolstencroft 
question  suggested  on  this  will  could  not  have 
The  statute  17  &  18  Vic,  c.  113,  merely  enacts 
order  to  relieve  the  real  estate  from  mortgage 
which  the  rule  of  law  made  payable  out  of  the  per 
there  must  be  an  intention  shown  that  the  land 
not  bear  such  charge.     This  was  the  ^'contrary  int 

(a)  2  Se  G.  J*  k  F,  347« 


ArguTMnt, 
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ntioned  in  the  act.    In  this  case  the  testator  bequeathed       .ig^. 

his  personal  estate  to  his  executrix^  subject  to  the  pay- 

At  of  his  just  debts.    Was  not  this^  then^  an  intention 

it  his  debts  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  ? 

But  Lord  Campbell  said  {a),  "  the  same  rule  should 

w  be  observed  with  respect  to  exempting  the  mort- 

ged  land  from  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  money  as 

18  before  observed  with  respect  to  exempting  the  per- 

lal  estate,  the  mortgaged  land  being  now  primarily 

ble,  as  the  personal  estate  had  been  liable  previously." 

le  old  rule  to  which  Lord  Campbell  referred  was,  that 

order  to  exonerate  real  and  personal  estate  there  must 

>  in  the  will  not  only  an  intention  to  charge  the  real 
tate  with  the  debts,  but  to  exonerate  the  personal  estate 
om  those  debts. 

Bat,  first,  this  was  a  mere  dictum  not  necessary  for  the 
xnsion  of  the  case  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  decided, 
1  the  ground  that  under  the  will  the  executor  had  the 
}wer  of  selling  a  competent  part  of  the  real  estate  for 
le  payment  of  debts.  But,  secondly,  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
lent  required  no  such  language  in  the  will  as  that  sug- 
ested  by  Lord  Campbell.  All  the  Act  required  was  a 
Dntrary  intention,  however    manifested,  and,  therefore, 

>  adopt  the  view  contained  in  the  Lord  Chancellor's  dic- 
nn  would  be  to  introduce  something  not  required  by 
ke  Act. 

In  Mellish  v.  Vallins  (A)  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  declined 
0  act  on  Lord  Campbell's  dictum^  and  that  case  was 
ientical  with  this,  except  that  in  that  will  the  testator 
iied  the  words  all  his  just  debts. 

It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  here  the  contrary  in- 
ention  was  sufficiently  shown. 

[ffUlson  V.  Newman  (c),  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
as  also  cited.] 

(a)  Ibid.  550.  (c)  81  Beav«  33. 

(»)  2  J.  &  H«  194. 
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Argumnt 


Juiftjnient 


Mr.   McartindaUy  for  Mrs.  Tatham^   cited   Sndik 
Smith  {a): 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Bedtoell  for  Mr.  Tatham. 

This  case  was  not  distinguishable  from  Woobtencro^ 
WooUtencroft  (J}\  in  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  has 
pressly  decided  that  nearly  the  same  words  were  not 
ficient  to  indicate  the  contrary  intention  specified  in 
Act^  in  order  to  exonerate  the  real  estate.  In  that 
the  gift  was  of  all  his  personal  estate  to  his  ezecu 
whom  he  directed  to  pay  all  his  debts  out  of  his  es 
Here  there  was  a  gift  of  all  his  personal  estate  to 
executrix^  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  his  debts, 
meaning  of  both  wills  was  substantially  the  same.  li 
mere  bequest  of  personalty  subject  to  pa3rment  of  d 
were  a  sufficient  indication  of  intention^  the  Act  W) 
become  inoperative.  In  WooUtencroft  v.  JVoobtem 
Lord  Campbell  said  that  the  rule  of  law  introduced 
the  statute,  as  to  personal  estate,  was  the  same 
previously  prevailed  as  to  real  estate ;  but  if  so,  it 
clear  that  the  language  was  insufficient  to  exonerate 
real  estate. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  difficulty  in  this  case  seems  to  me  to  turn  u 
those  particular  words  of  the  Act  which  say  that 
**  expression  of  any  contrary  or  other  intention  "  shal 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  personal  estate  is  prima 
liable.  I  have  already  (c)  stated  my  impression  at 
what  Lord  Campbell  is  reported  to  have  i 
in  the  case  of  WooUtencroft  v.  WooUtencroft, 
impression  certainly  is  that  Lord  Campbell  had 
clearly  in  his  mind  what  the  rule  was  which  was  ei 
blished  by  the  case  of  Sootle  v.  Blundell{d)y  and  byoi 

(a)  3  Giff.  263.  (d)  10  Yes.  018 ;  8.  c.  1  ] 

\h)  2  De  G.  F.  &  J.  351.  193, 216. 

(e)  3  Giff.  275. 


Judgment. 


GASES  IN  CHANCERY.  185 

eases^  as  to  the  exoneration  of  the  personal  estate  from  1663. 
the  payment  of  debts.  I  do  not  think  that  anybody  can 
nj  that>  according  to  the  law  as  settled  by  the  case  of 
Boodie  V.  Bhndellf  the  expression  of  "  any  other  or  cen- 
tury intention"  would  exonerate  the  personal  estate. 
Hiat  is  not  the  law  of  the  Court. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  a  gift  to  the  wife  of  the 
Kmsehold  goods,  and  of  all  the  personal  estate  subject  to 
lie  payment  of  debts.     In  the  case  before  the  Yice- 
Snncellor  Wood,  which  resembles  this^  except  in  the 
nmsposition  of  the  clauses,  the  direction  extends  to  the 
Myment  of  '*  all  **  debts.     In  the  present  case  the  direc- 
ion  is  "  subject  to  the  payment  of  my  debts."    But  I  do 
Qot  think  anything  can  turn  upon  that  small  difference, 
because,  when  a  testator  says  **  subject  to  my  debts,"  he 
means  "  subject  to  all  my  debts."    What  the  testator  has 
given  here  is,  what  remains  of  his  personal  estate  after  all 
Wa  debts  are  paid ;  and  I  cannot  come  to  any  other  con- 
dudon  upon  the  true   construction  of  the  gift  of  tlie 
personal  estate  to  this  lady,  than  that  what  she  is  entitled  to 
is  what  remains  of  the  personal  estate  after  the  payment  of 
^  the  testator's  debts^  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses. 
If  she  is  to  take  the  personal  estate  subject  to  the  pay- 
i&ent  of  all  debts,  this  mortgage  debt  is  one  of  the  debts^ 
vid  I  can  find  no  ground  for  construing  this  gift  so 
to  except   this  mortgage   debt.     The   Vice   Chancellor 
^ood,  in  the  case  of  Mellish  v.   Vallins,  made  this  im- 
portant observation — that  one  of  the  arguments  relied 
upon  to  induce  the  Legislature  to  pass  the  Act  called 
**Mr.  Locke  King's  Act"  was  the  rule  of  construction 
of  this  Court,  that,  if  a  testator  gives   an  estate  sub-* 
joct  to  a  mortgage,  unless  he   signifies  a  contrary  or 
other  intention  that  was  not  sufficient  to  exonerate  the 
personal  estate.     Every  one  must  see  that  such  a  con- 
struction was  a  remarkably  strong  one  to  be  arrived  at 
^J  these  Courts ;  but  that  construction  was  upheld  by  the 


Judgment. 
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^^\  weight  of  authority.  Lord  Campbell's  view  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  Act  seems  to  me  to  go  this  length— that, 
if  a  testator  says^  '^  I  give  all  my  personal  estate  to  my 
wife>  subject  to  the  payment  thereout  of  all  my  debts,^ 
still  the  personal  estate  is  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  a 
mortgage  debt  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  upon 
this  Act  of  Parliament  than  that  the  words  ^'  any  con- 
trary or  other  intention  "  must  have  their  proper  meaning; 
and  if  I  find  the  expression  of  some  intention  oozh 
trary  to  the  mortgage  being  a  burden  upon  the  mort- 
gaged estate^  I  am  bound  by  the  language  of  the  Act 
This  lady  must  take  the  personal  estate^  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  debts^  and  she  is  not  entitled  to  take 
anything  until  she  has  paid  the  mortgage  debt^  which 
i&y  therefore^  not  primarily  payable  out  of  the  estate 
upon  which  it  was  charged. 
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1863. 

SWAINSTON  V.  CLAY.  JaZs^  24. 

[E  bill  stated  that  in  and  previously  to  October,  1860,  where  the 

.  "^  .  .  plaintiff  ad- 

fflrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  carried  on  business  at  Pallion,  vanced  monies 
'  Sunderland,  as  shipbuilders,  and  continued  to  do  so,  pj^eirof  con- 
artnership,  until  their  bankruptcy  on  the  2nd  June,  str^ctiononan 

^  ^     •'  ^  agreement  that 

I.    In  October,  1860,  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  first  the  vessel  was 
me  connected  in  business  with  the  plaintiff,  and  be-  to  him  (w^ch 
the  end  of  that  year  became  indebted  to  him  in  a  Si^ttuch 'a^^* 
B  amount  for  copper  sheathing  supplied  to  them  for  '^"^ce  was  to 

,  ,  o        X  X  he  ti  charge  on 

purposes  of  their  business.     In  March,  1861,  Mr.  the  vessel— 
ler,  of  Barrow,  in  the  county  ot    Lancaster,   ship-  the  bank- 
er, applied  to  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  a  contract  with  '"P*^?  ^[5**® 

'    tr  r  ^  ^     ^  ship- builder, 

5  builder  for  building  a  ship,  and  the  plaintiff  accord-  while  they 
Y  entered  into  negotiations  with  Messrs.  Brown  &  the  vessel,  she 
wg  for  that  purpose,  which  resulted  in  an  agreement  ^,^er  and  du^- 
Titing  dated  the  11th  April,  1862,  between  Messrs.  posiUonofthe 

,  bankrupts, 

wn  &  Briggs  of  the  first  part,  and  James  Fisher  of  and  that  the 
other.     The  agreement  was  signed  by  the  parties,  fop  the  moides 
such  agreement  Brown  &  Briggs  agreed  to  build  and  ^t^^tl,^^ 
and  James  Fisher  agreed  to  buy,  a  new  schooner,  to  by  the  bank- 

ruptCT 

)uilt  in  the  yard  of  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs,  of  the 
ensions  specified  therein. 

Notwithstanding  the  agreement  was  not  signed  till  the 
1  April,  1862,  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  in  fact  com- 
iced  the  building  of  the  vessel  while  the  negotiations 
the  agreement  were  pending.  Messrs.  Brown  & 
5g8,  being  unable  to  proceed  with  the  said  vessel  for 
t  of  funds,  applied  to  Mr.  Fisher,  before  the  date  of 
agreement,  to  make  them  an  advance,  but  unsuccess- 
^  They  then  applied  to  the  plaintiff,  who  lent  them 
.y  on  the  understanding  that  the  repayment  of  the 
),  with  interest,  to  be  secured  as  well  by  an  assign- 
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Cult. 
Statmunt, 


ment  of  the  said  agreement,  as  soon  as  the  same  should 
be  duly  signed  and  perfected,  as  by  a  lien  or  charge  upon 
the  vessel  itself. 

The  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  40021  was  expended  on 
the  vessel  before  the  date  of  the  indenture  of  the  121li 
day  of  April,  1862,  which  was  in  the  following  terms:— 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  12th  day  of  April,  186S| 
and  made  between  the  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  d 
the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part  (anl 
which  indenture  was  duly  executed  by  the  partiei): 
After  reciting  the  said  agreement  of  the  1 1th  of  Apnli 
1862,  and  that  the  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  had,  in 
order  to  enable  them  to  proceed  with  the  building  of  tlw 
said  vessel  mentioned  and  referred  to  in  the  hereinbefoio- 
stated  agreement,  and  for  their  other  necessities,  implied 
.to  and  requested  the  plaintiff  to  advance  and  lend  thea 
the  sum  of  500/.,  which  he  had  agreed  to^  upon  having 
the  repayment  thereof,  as  well  as  of  all  other  sums  whidi 
the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assgni 
might  thereafter  advance  and  pay  to,  or  for  the  use,  or  (m 
account  of  the  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs,  their  exe- 
cutors or  administrators,  or  which  might  thereafter  be 
due  and  owing  by  the  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggii 
their  executors  or  administrators,  to  the  plaintiff,  his  eia- 
cutors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  upon  any  accouBt 
whatsoever,  secured  in  manner  in  the  said  now  stating 
indenture  appearing:  And  it  was  by  the  now  Bta&ag 
indenture  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  500L,  on  or 
immediately  before  the  execution  of  the  now  stating  in- 
denture  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  Messrs.  Brows 
&  Briggs,  and  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  repaymenftf 
with  interest,  of  the  same  sum,  and  such  sum  or  sums  Qi 
any)  not  exceeding  the  amount  by  the  said  now  stating 
indenture  limited,  as  might  thereafter  be  advanced  bytli 
plaintiff  to  or  for  the  use  of,  or  as  might  become  pajabb 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


189 


the  plaintiff^  his  executors^  administrators^  or  assigns, 
r  the  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs :    They  the  said 
[essrs.  Brown  &  Briggs,  by  the  now  stating  indenture, 
ngned  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators, 
f  asngns  all  that  the  hereinbefore  stated  memorandum 
r  agreement  or  contract  for  building  a  vessel  of  the  11th 
17  of  April  then  instant,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  and 
Kterest  of  them  the  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  re- 
peetiyely,  of  and  in  the  same,  and  all  benefit  and  advan- 
ige  thereof,  together  with  full  power  and  authority  for 
lie  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to 
lemand,  sue  for,  recover  and  receive,  and  give  effectual 
eoeipts  and  discharges  for  the  monies  therein,  and  in  the 
iow  stating  indenture  mentioned,  and  to  become  payable 
ij  yirtue  thereof,  to  hold  the  said  premises  unto  the 
ilttntiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  as 
leeiirity  to  him  and  them  for  the  repayment  as  well  as  of 
die  said  sum  of  500/.  so  advanced  as  aforesaid,  as  of  all 
neh  farther  sum  and  sums  of  money  (if  any)  not  exceed- 
ing the  sum  thereinafter  limited,  as  the  plaintiff,  his  exe- 
enton,  administrators,  or  assigns,  might  thereafter  advance 
tO|  or  as  might  become  due  and  payable  by,  the  said 
Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
idnunistrators,  or  assigns,  upon  any  account  whatsoever, 
together  with  interest  on  all  such  sum  and  sums  respec- 
Mlj  firom  the  times  of  their  respectively  becoming  due. 
It  lod  after  the  rate  of   51    per  centum  per  annum. 
And  it  was  by  the  said  now  stating  indenture  agreed  and 
declared,  for  the  purpose  of  better  securing  the  plaintiff 
die  repayment  of  all  such  sum  and  sums  and  interest  as 
i&reeaid,  that,  subject  to  the  lien  mentioned  and  given  in 
lad  by  the  said  recited  agreement,  the  said  vessel,  and 
tiie  outfit  thereof,  and  all  materials,  stores,  goods,  and 
ehtttela  then  being,  or  which  might  from  time  to  time,  or 

• 

It  any  time  during  the  continuance  of   that  security 
nght  be,  upon  the  said  building-yard^  should  be  and  be- 
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come^  and  should  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  for  all  iiw 
tents  and  purposes  whatsoever^  the  absolute  property  of 
the  plaintiff^  his  executors^  administrators,  or  assignSi  to 
be  held  by  him  or  them  in  lien  to  the  extent  of  all  such 
sums  as  might  from  time  to  time,  or  at  any  time  during 
the  continuance  of  the  now  stating  security  should  be 
due  from  the  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs,  their  execu- 
tors or  administrators,  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  with  interest  as  aforesaid.  Pro- 
vided always,  and  it  was  by  the  now  stating  indentore 
agreed  and  declared  by  and  between  the  said  partiei 
thereto,  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  principal  moniei 
to  be  secured  by  virtue  thereof  should  not  exceed  600il 

Notwithstanding  the  said  sum  of  5007.  expressed  to  be 
received  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  12th  of  April, 
1862,  was  therein  stated  to  have  been  paid  at  or  imme- 
diately before  the  execution  of  the  indenture,  400il, 
part  thereof,  was  in  fact  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  Meeors. 
Brown  &  Briggs ;  and  the  sum  of  100/.,  residue  thereof^ 
was  all  that  was  really  paid  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  said  indenture,  which  was  laid  out  on  the  veeseL 
Shortly  after  the  date  of  the  indenture  of  the  1 2th  April, 
1862,  differences  arose  between  Mr.  Fisher  and  Mesarii 
Brown  &  Briggs,  as  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement  of  tin 
11th  April,  1862  (the  assignment),  and  on  the  19tk 
of  May  it  was  cancelled  and  put  an  end  to.  At  the  time 
of  such  cancellation  there  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  oa 
the  security  of  the  indenture  of  the  12th  April,  1868, 
300Z.,  and  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs,  for  the  ex- 
press purpose)  of  further  and  more  effectually  securing 
the  plaintiff  against  loss  by  reason  of  the  agreement 
being  so  cancelled  as  proposed,  and,  indeed,  strongly 
urged  that  the  plaintiff  should  become  the  absolute 
owner  of  the  vessel ;  and  to  such  proposal  the  plainti( 
believing  that  he  would  not  thereby  lose  the  benefit  of 
his  security  of  the  12th  April,  1862,  consented.. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


191 


By  a  memorandum  dated  the  20th  May^  1862,  between 
feasrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
tlamtiff  of  the  other  part^  and  duly  signed  by  the  said 
itrties^  it  was  agreed  as  follows : — 

**The  said  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  agree  to  sell, 
Ad  the  plaintiff  agrees  to  purchase,  the  hull  of  a  new 
chooner  or  vessel  now  in  course  of  building  by  Messrs. 
Irown  &  Briggs  at  their  yard  at  Pallion,  to  be  built  and 
ompleted  fully  in  accordance  with  the  specification 
hereto  annexed,  for  the  price  of  1150/.,  payable  as 
«rein  mentioned. 

''That  the  sum  of  500/.,  already  advanced  and  paid 
ly  the  plaintiff  to  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  at  their 
eqaest,  which  was  secured  to  be  repaid  to  the  plaintiff 
7  a  charge  or  security  of  the  vessel,  shall  be  deemed 
tod  taken  as  part  payment  of  the  purchase-money  for 
b  said  vesseL 

''That  in  case  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  shall  not 
omplete  and  launch  the  said  vessel  by  the  21st  June 
hen  next,  or  if  they  shall  at  any  time  before  the  said 
Quel  should  be  finished  cease  working  at  the  said  vessel, 

ahall  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff,  his  agents,  servants, 
id  workmen,  to  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  building 
lid,  and  to  complete  the  said  vessel,  using  the  mate- 
ds,  stores,  and  tools  of  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs 
r  that  purpose;  and  all  costs  thereby  incurred  shall 
I  paid  by  and>be  recoverable  against  Messrs.  Brown  & 
Bggs.'' 

MeflSTB.  Brown  &  Briggs  made  no  further  progress 
itfa  the  vessel,  and  on  the  2nd  June,  1862,  were  adjudi- 
fted  bankrupts.  On  the  1 9th  June  following  the  de- 
ndaiits  were  duly  elected  creditor's  assignees  of  the 
nkmpts,  and  such  election  was  duly  confirmed  by  the 
nirt  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  district  of  Newcastle-on- 
fue.     Shortly  alter  the  bankruptcy  the  plaintiff  applied 

the  defendants  and  requested  them  to  complete  the 
TOL  nr.  o 
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vessel  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement  of  the 
20th  of  May,  1862,  or  else  to  authorize  the  plaintiff 
himself  to  enter  the  shipbuilding-yard  of  Messrs. 
Brown  &  Briggs  and  complete  the  same;  but  the 
defendants  neither  completed  the  vessel  nor  would  they 
allow  the  plaintiff  to  do  so. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  contended  that  the 
cancellation  of  the  agreement  of  the  11th  Aprils  IMS, 
determined  or  vitiated  the  plaintiff's  security  of  the  ISth 
April,  1862,  and  the  lien  in  his  favour  thereby  created; 
and  that  they  also  insisted  that  he  had  no  rights  ii 
aeainst  them  under  the  said  agreement  of  the  20tih  Maj, 
1862,  and  in  fact  that  he  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the 
said  vessel  further  than  as  a  general  creditor  of  the 
bankrupts. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  agreement  of  the  12th  April) 
1862,  created  a  valid  lien  or  charge  upon  the  said  vessel  ii 
plaintiff's  favour  for  the  sum  of  500/.  and  interest^andany 
further  sum  not  exceeding  together  the  sum  of  600iL,  aal 
that  the  subsequent  dealings  between  him  and  the 
bankrupts  in  no  way  prejudiced  or  otherwise  affeeled 
such  lien  or  charge,  insomuch  as  the  possession  <^  die 
said  vessel  by  the  bankrupts,  and  subsequently  by  thdr 
assignees,  the  *^  defendants,"  must,  as  against  the  said  bank* 
rupt's  estate,  be  treated  as  the  possession  of  the  plaistiff 
himself;  but  in  case  the  plaintiff  shall  be  held  nut 
entitled  to  any  such  lien  or  charge  as  aflbresaid^  then  hi 
is  advised  and  submits  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  iht 
said  agreement  of  the  20th  of  May,  1862,  specifically 
performed,  he  being  in  that  event  willing  to  complete  dil 
said  vessel  himself  in  case  the  defendants  persist  iB 
refusing  to  do  so. 

The  plaintiff  prayed  as  follows : — 

I.  That  an  account  may  be  taken  of  what  is  properljf 
due  to  the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture  of  tk 
12th  of  Aprils  1862^  and  the  lien  or  charge  therein' 
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reated^  or  otherwise  in  respect  of  the  advances  so  made 
y  die  plaintiff  as  aforesaid. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  may  be  declared  entitled  to  a 
ien  or  charge  on  the  said  vessel  for  what  on  taking  such 
iccount  shall  be  so  found  due  to  the  plaintiff. 

3.  That  if  the  plaintiff  shall  be  held  not  entitled  to 
uch  lien  or  charge  as  aforesaid,  then  that  the  defendants 
Bay  be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  the  said  agreement 
f  the  20th  of  May,  1862,  either  by  themselves  com- 
iletiiig  or  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  complete  the  said 
fCBBel  according  to  the  terlns  of  the  said  agreement,  and 
»j  doing  all  necessary  acts  for  conferring  upon  the 
Untiff  an  absolute  interest  in  the  said  vessel,  and  com- 
peting his  title  thereto,  the  plaintiff  being  ready  and 
lereby  offering  to  complete  the  said  agreement  on  his 
iirt 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  13th  October,  and  on  the 
17th  November  the  plaintiff  moved  for  an  injunction  to 
QBtrain  the  defendants  from  selling  the  vessel ;  but  on 
ke  defendants  undertaking  to  file  their  answer  within 
mrteen  days,  and  in  the  meanwhile  undertaking  not  to 
KHrtgage  or  otherwise  deal  with  the  vessel  so  as  to  pre- 
dice  the  plaintiff's  rights,  the  motion  was  ordered  to 
iod  tiU  the  hearing. 

On  the  1st  December  the  assignees  filed  their  answer, 
lej^ng  that  the  deed  of  the  12th  April,  1862,  was  never 
pfltered  as  a  lull  of  sale.  They  alleged  that  the  agree- 
ent  of  the  20th  May  was  signed  at  a  time  when  the 
iikrapts  were  hopelessly  insolvent,  and  was  a  fraudu- 
Dt  preference,  and  therefore  void. 
The  answer  further  alleged,  "  that  when  the  contract 
r  building  the  said  vessel  was  arranged  with  the  plain- 
t,  he  agreed  that,  if  the  bankrupts  required  funds  to 
able  them  to  build  the  vessel,  he  would  make  an  ad- 
Doe  out  of  his  own  moneys  for  that  purpose.  The 
nrer  then  proceeded    thus,    ^^  We    believe  it  to  be 
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the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  did^  on  or  about  the  28lii 
March,  1862,  advance  and  lend  to  the  bankrupts  the 
said  sum  of  400/.,  and  that,  on  or  about  the  4th  day 
of  April,  1862,  he  advanced  and  lent  to  them  the  fiirtkr 
sum  of  lOOZ."  But  whether  the  said  sum  of  400L  was  bo 
advanced  and  lent  upon  the  understanding  that  the  re- 
payment of  the  same  was  to  be  secured  as  well  by  ai 
assignment  of  the  said  agreement,  or  whether  or  not  ai 
soon  as  the  same  should  be  duly  signed  and  perfected,  or 
at  any  other  time,  as  by  a  lien  or  charge  upon  the  oiii 
vessel  itself,  or  upon  any  other  understanding,  such  em 
was  advanced,  or  upon  what  other  security,  we  are  nnaUe 
to  state,  as  to  our  belief  or  otherwise/* 

The  defendants  further  alleged  that  the  cancellatioD  of] 
the  11th  April  put  an  end  to  the  plaintiff's  lien,  if  ithil 
previously  existed. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  on  the  20th  Mayf 
1862,  Messrs.  Brown  &  Briggs  granted  a  certificate  cfj 
the  tonnage,  title,  and  build,  &c.,  of  the  vessel^  under  tb| 
40th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act^  17  ft  18  Via 
c.  104. 


Argument. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Waller  for  the  plaintiff. 

It  could  not  be  disputed  that,  by  the  deed  of  the  I2tM 
April,  1862,  the  plaintiff  acquired  a  valid  lien  on  thi 
vessel  for  the  sum  of  500/.,  with  interest,  and  for 
further  sum,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  600/.,  which 
might  advance.  Nothing  that  took  place  subsequently 
could  affect  his  right ;  but  even  if  it  had,  the  plain 
title  under  the  deed  of  the  20th  May  was  indefi 
By  that  deed  he  became  the  purchaser,  and,  as  purchaeeii 
paid  500/.  on  account.  That  the  vessel  remaining  in 
yard  of  the  bankrupt  did  not  render  her,  in  law,  in  '^ 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts  was  clear:  Hoti^ 
ness  V.  Rankin{a).      Here  there  was  a  contract  J** 

(a)  28  Beav.  80. 
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porfonned^  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  speci- 
fically performed  by  the  assignees. 

In  Woods  V.  Russel{a)y  where  a  shipbuilder  contracted 
tobnild  a  vessel  for  the  plaintiff,  who  paid  several  instal- 
ments of  the  price,  it  was  held  that  the  signature,  by  the 
builder,  of  the  building  certificate  was  sufficient  to  vest 
fte  general  property  in  the  purchaser  from  the  date  of 
flie  registration:  Ex  parte  Watts.  \^Re  Attwater,  Bart., 
December  12th,  1862,  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  in 
Bankruptcy,  was  also  cited.] 

Mr.  MaKns  and  Mr.  T.  Stevens  for  the  assignees. 

The  deeds  of  the  11th  and  12th  April,  1862,  ceased  to 
kiye  any  operation.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — Then 
fces  the  deed  of  the  20th  May  confer  any  title  on  the 
^  plaintiff?]  It  was  not  a  purchase,  as  the  plaintiff 
ll^ed;  it  was  a  mere  security  for  money  lent.  The 
essel  could  not  be  registered,  and  therefore  the  money 
^  lent  on  the  security  of  a  chattel,  and  ought  to  have 
ecn  registered  under  the  Bills  of  Sale  Act,  1 7  &  1 8  Vic. 
.  36;  and  not  having  been  so  registered  the  security 
ecame  void. 

The  fallacy  in  the  reasoning  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
r«s  that  the  deed  of  the  20th  May,  1862,  was  not  a 
mi  fide  purchase. 

But,  secondly,  the  deed  was  void  as  a  fraudulent  pre- 
arence. 

Mr.  Bacotiy  in  reply.— The  17  &  18  Vic.  c.  36,  did  not 
i^y  to  ships,  which  were  expressly  excepted  by  the  7th 
toetion* 

ITbc  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

The  question  is  whether  the  plaintiff  has  a  lien  or 
*!^lttige  upon  this  incomplete  vessel  in  respect  of  moneys 
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186S.        advanced  by  him  to  the  bankrupts.     If  these  adva 

SwAzvBTov    were  made  by  him  upon  an  understanding  that  he  W) 

Q^Y.       ^*^®  *  charge  upon  the  vessel  in  respect  of  them»  t 

seems  no  ground  upon  which  the  defendants  can  r 

the  claim.  The  answer  of  the  defendants  states,  > 
these  advances,  in  the  4th  paragraph,  that^  ''when 
terms  of  the  said  contract  for  building  the  said  v 
were  arranged  with  the  plaintiff,  he  agreed  thai 
the  bankrupts  required  funds  to  enable  them  to  buik 
vessel,  he  would  make  them  an  advance  out  of  his 
moneys  for  that  purpose ;  and  we  believe  it  to  be  the 
that  the  plaintiff  did,  on  or  about  the  28th  March,  1 
advance  and  lend  to  the  said  bankrupts  the  said  ew 
400/.,  and  that,  on  or  about  the  4th  day  of  April,  1 
he  advanced  and  lent  to  them  the  further  sum  of  1 
Then,  as  to  the  understanding  upon  which  the  400JL 
advanced,  they  say :  ^'  But  whether  the  said  sum  of ' 
was  so  advanced  and  lent  upon  the  understanding 
the  repayment  of  the  same,  with  interest,  was  to  Im 
•  cured  as  well  by  an  assignment  of  the  said  agreemen 
whether  or  not  as  soon  as  the  same  should  be  duly  sij 
and  perfected,  or  at  any  other  time,  as  by  a  lien  or  cb 
upon  the  said  vessel  itself,  or  upon  what  other  ui 
standing  such  sum  was  advanced,  or  upon  what  c 
security,  we  are  unable  to  state,  as  to  belief  or  oi 
wise."  That  is  not  a  denial  of  the  case  of  the  plaii 
who,  in  his  affidavit,  in  most  distinct  terms^  swears 
he  agreed  to,  and  did  in  fact,  lend  them  the  same,  ie,, 
moneys  in  question,  upon  condition  that  the  same  sh 
be  secured  as  well  by  an  assignment  of  the  s^d  purci 
agreement,  when  completed,  as  by  a  lien  or  charge 
the  said  vessel  itself."  As  to  the  agreements  statec 
the  pleadings,  the  first  of  them,  that  of  the  11th  Aj 
is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  subsequent  ag 
ments,  followed  ultimately  by  the  memorandum  of  the  S 
May^  whereby  Fisher^  the  purchaser  for  whom  the  i 
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I  ori^nallj  to  be  built,  was  discharged,  and  whereby 
vas  agreed  that  the  plaintiff  should  become  the  pur- 
laer,  are  of  no  value  except  for  the  evidence  they  afford 
a  contract  for  a  lien,  which,  in  my  opinion,  was  a 
id  lien,  and  must  prevail.  It  is  well  established  that, 
ere  a  ship  is  in  the  course  of  construction  in  the  yard 
the  shipbuilder,  and  in  other  cases  where  goods  are  in 

course  of  being  manufactured,  a  possession  of  this 

d  on  the  part  of  the  builder  or  maker,  who  becomes 

ikrupt,  does  not  constitute  such  a  possession  as  that 

goods  are  in  the  reputed  ownership  of  the  constructor, 

I  in  his  order  and  disposition  within  the  meaning  of 

Bankrupt  Act.  Mr.  Stevens's  argument,  that  it  is 
X)68ible  to  treat  the  agreement  of  the  12th  April  as 
r  longer  a  binding  agreement,  seems  to  me  entirely  to 
.  In  my  opinion,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decla- 
ion  that  he  has  the  charge  or  lien  which  the  bill  asserts, 
1  a  decree  for  the  payment  of  what  shall  be  found  due 
bim ;  his  costs  to  be  added  to  his  security. 

&.  sale  was  ordered ;  the  plaintiff  being  at  liberty  to 
)Te  under  the  bankruptcy  for  any  balance  that  might 
unsatisfied. 
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January  SI. 

A  testator 
gave  hi8  resi- 
duary real 
and  personal 
estate  to 
trustees,  upon 
trust  as  to 
one-third  for 
his  son  and 
daughter  as 
tenants  in 
common;  his 
son's  share  to 
be  vested  at 
twenty-four, 
and  his 
daughter's  on 
her  marriage 
with  consent 
of  her  guardi- 
ans ;  but  in 
case  his  son 
should  die 
under  twenty- 
four  without 
leaving  issue, 
or  his  daughter 
withouthaving 
been  married 
with  such  con- 
sent as  afore- 
said, then  in 
trust  for  the 
survivor. 

The  son 
having  at- 
tained twenty- 
four,  and  the 
daughter 
twenty-one 
without  being 
married — 
Held  that 
they  were 
entitled  in 
equal  moieties. 

Booth  V. 
^oo^A  (a),  ob- 
served on. 


WEST  V.  WEST. 

IHIS  bill  was  filed  on  the  3rd  June,  1862,  by  Julk 
Mary  West,  the  daughter  of  William  James  West, 
against  his  widow,  William  Robert  West,  his  son,  and 
the  trustees  of  his  will,  praying  that  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  plaintiff  and  all  parties  might  be  ascer- 
tained and  declared. 

William  James  West,  by  his  will,  dated  the  7th  April, 
1848,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal 
estates  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  trustees,  thrir 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  tnut 
to  pay  his  just  debts,  &c.,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
residue  of  his  said  real  and  personal  estates,  upon  tmat 
as  to  one-third  thereof,  and  of  the  rents,  interest,  and 
annual  income  thereof,  for  his  widow  for  life,  and,  after 
her  decease  or  marriage,  then  upon  the  same  trusts  for 
the  benefit  of  his  son  and  daughter  as  were  next  there- 
inafter declared.  And  as  to  another  third  of  the  said 
real  and  personal  estates,  ^^  upon  trust  for  his  said  son 
William  Robert  West,  and  his  said  daughter  Julia  Maiy 
West,  to  be  divided  between  them  in  equal  proportions 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  the  diare 
of  his  said  son  to  be  vested  in  him  at  the  age  of  twenty- 
four  years;  and  the  share  of  his  said  daughter  to  be 
vested  in  her  on  her  marriage,  with  the  consent  neverthe- 
less of  her  guardian  or  guardians  for  the  time  being." 

In  case  his  son  William  Robert  should  die  under 
twenty-four,  '*  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  or  his 
said  daughter  Julia  Mary  should  die  without  having  bees 


(a)  4  Ves.  399. 
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with  such  consent  as  aforesaid/'  then  the  testator 
1  that  the  share  of  him  or  her  so  dyings  together 

accumuhitions^  should  be  held  "  in  trust  for  the 
re  of  them  his  said  son  and  daughter^  his  or  her 
zecutors,  administrators^  and  assigns,  and  to  be  a 
nterest  in  him  or  her  respectively  at  the  same  age 
as  his  or  her  original  share."  As  to  the  remain- 
-third  part  of  the  said  real  and  personal  estates, 

gave  the  annual  income  thereof  to  his  youngest 
mes  Edwin  West,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease, 

the  same  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  sidd  son 
d  Robert  West  and  his  said  daughter  Julia  Mary 
IS  were  last  thereinbefore  declared  concerning  the 
Qe-third  part  of  the  said  trust  estates,  so  limited  in 
ir  them  as  aforesaid."      The  testator  declared  that 

his  decease  his  said  son  William  Robert  West 
not  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  or 
.  daughter  should  not  have  been  married  with  such 
;  as  aforesaid,"  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees 
^  all  or  any  part  of  the  income  "  of  his  or  her  pre- 
^e  or  contingent  share  in  his  said  trust  estates  "  for 
her  midntenance.  He  further  appointed  his  said 
9  his  executors,  and  also,  together  with  his  wife, 
I  guardians  of  such  of  his  children  as  for  the  time 
hould  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.'* 
testator  died  on  the  24th  May,  1848. 
es  Edwin  West  died  under  twenty-one  on  the  26th 
iber,  1860.  William  Robert  West  had  attained 
-four,  and  the  plaintiff  Julia  Mary  West  had  at- 
twenty-one  since  the  death  of  the  testator, 
bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  refused  to  pay  and 
r  to  the  plaintiff  her  share  in  the  testator's  resi- 
estate,  alleging  as  the  ground  for  that  refusal  that 
d  only  a  contingent  interest,  dependant  on  her 
Dg  with  the  consent  of  her  guardians. 


1868. 
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Argument, 


Mr.  Maliiu  and  Mr.  Harding  for  the  plaintiS 

In  the  constraction  of  a  will  the  Court  would 
the  testator's  meaning  from  the  whole  of  the  instn 
and  not  from  an  isolated  expression.  Applying  thf 
it  was  plain  that  what  the  testator  meant  was^ 
make  his  daughter's  share  dependent  on  her  ma 
but  simply  that  if  she  married  under  age  with  the  o 
of  her  guardians^  her  share  should  become  then  pa 
instead  of  waiting  until  the  period  when^  accord 
the  ordinary  rule  of  law^  it  would  be  payable. 

The  opposite  construction  would  lead  to  this  absv 
that  in  the  event  of  the  daughter  never  marrying- 
is^  an  event  which  would  render  it  most  importai 
she  should  have  some  provision  made  for  her — ^the  te 
would  be  made  to  say  that  she  was  to  have  none. 

Where  a  testator  in  other  parts  of  the  will 
the  share  of  a  legatee  as  his  share  before  the 
fied  period,  or  has  given  over  the  fund  in  a  part 
event,  thereby  implying  that  in  every  other  event  ii 
belong  to  the  legatee,  the  word  "  vesting "  mm 
deemed  to  mean  payable:  Berkley  v.  Sioinbun 
Taylor  v.  Frohisher  {b).  This  was  exactly  the  pi 
case,  and  it  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  pL 
was  absolutely  entitled  to  her  share. 

[Young  v.   Robert8on{c)y  and  Jarman   on  Wilbj 
were  also  cited.] 


Mr.  J.  Aston,  for  the  son,  submitted  that  this  t 
contingent  legacy  dependent  on  the  legatee's  man 
with  the  consent  of  the  trustees. 

In  Atkins  V.  Hiccocks  (cf),  where  a  testator  devise 
his  daughter  200Z.,  to  be  paid  to  her  at  the  tim 
marriage,  or  within   three  months  after,   provided 


(fl)  16  Sim.  275. 
(h)  5  De  G.  &  S.  191. 


(c)  8  Jur.  N.  S.  825, 

(d)  1  Atkins,  500. 
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marry  with  the  approbation  of  his  two  sons^  the  daughter 
IttTing  attained  twenty-one^  but  died  without  having  been 
iDBrried^  it  was  held  that  the  legacy  was  not  vested. 
That  was  nearly  the  present  case. 

Hr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Marten  appeared  for  the  trustees. 


1863. 


Argument, 


The  Vicb-Chancellor  : — 

There  is  great  difficulty  in  cases  of  this  kind.     Lord 
Hardwicke^  in  the  case  of  Atkins  v.  Hiccocks,  held  that^ 
when  the  words  referring  to  marriage  amount  to  a  con- 
ation precedent^  until  the  condition  is  performed  the 
l^tee  has  not  a  vested  interest.     That  is  an  intelligible 
gronnd  of  decision,  and  the  authority  of  that  case  has 
never  been  questioned.     It  is  certain  in  the  present  case 
that  there  is  no  condition  precedent,  and  there  are  other 
aathorities  which  show  that,  upon  questions  of  this  kind, 
the  Court  has  done  some  violence  to  the  language  of  the 
testator  in  order  to  prevent    the  consequences  which 
would  follow  from  a  presumption  inconsistent  with  the 
intention  of  the  testator  in  favour  of  the  legatee.     In  the 
oase  of  Booth  v.  Booth  (a)  there  was  a  gift  of  residue,  as 
m  the  present  case,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends 
equally  between  the  testator's  great-nieces,  Phoebe  Booth 
ttd  Ann  Booth,  until  their  respective  marriages,  and 
from  and  immediately  after  their  respective  marriages,  to 
>ttign  and  transfer  to  them  their  respective  shares  and 
noieties  thereof.     That  was  a  strong  case,  for  there  was 
tt  express  life  interest,  with  a  direction  to  pay  the  capital 
open  the  marriage  of  the  nieces.     One  of  the  nieces  died 
lumuurried,  and  the  question  was  whether  her  share  was 
▼ested.    Lord  Alvanley  decided  that  it  was  a  vested  in- 
vest, although  the  event  of  marriage  had  never  occurred. 
Looking  at  the  whole  will,  and  doing  violence  to  the  par- 


Judgment*] 


(a)  4  Yes.  399. 
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ticular  words  which  said  that  the  capital  was  to  be  paid  upoi 
marriage^  he  held  that  the  capital  was  vested  and  traD» 
missible^  though  the  lady  was  never  married  at  all  L 
that  case  the  Court  had  to  consider  the  various  authorities 
and  amongst  the  rest,  the  case  of  Atkins  v.  Hiccoch ;  m 
Lord  Alvanley,  in  deciding  in  favour  of  the  niece,  wh 
had  never  been  married,  relied  very  strongly  upon  th 
circumstance  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  gift  was  no 
a  legacy  of  specified  amount,  but  a  share  of  residue 
That  seems  a  small  distinction,  but  it  is  beyond  a  doob 
that  this  Court,  in  questions  of  this  kind,  has  made  a  du 
tinction  in  favour  of  residuary  legatees. 

Sir  W.  Grant,  in  Leake  v.  Robimon  (a),  had  occa 
sion  to  consider  the  decision  of  Lord  Alvanlej  v 
Booth  V.  Boothy  and,  after  criticising  the  judgmeo 
of  Lord  Alvanley,  he  ends  by  expressing  his  stron] 
approbation  of  the  principle  upon  which  that  leame 
judge  proceeded.  At  p.  386  Sir  W.  Grant  says,  " 
am  aware  that,  though  in  regard  to  particular  legadei 
this  doctrine,"  that  is,  in  favour  of  vesting,  *'  has  no 
been  controverted,  yet  the  case  of  Booth  v.  Booth  ma; 
be  considered  as  throwing  some  doubt  upon  it,  whe 
it  is  a  residue  that  is  the  subject  of  the  bequest.  Thei 
is  certainly  a  strong  disposition  in  the  Court  to  ooi 
strue  a  residuary  clause  so  as  to  prevent  an  intestac 
with  regard  to  any  part  of  the  testator's  property.  Witi 
all  that  disposition,  it  is  evident  that  Lord  Alvanley  fel 
that  he  had  a  difficult  case  to  deal  with.  Some  violenc 
was  done  to  the  words  in  favour  of  what  he  conceived  t 
be,  and  what  in  all  probability  was,  the  intention.  Tha 
intention,  however,  was  collected  from  circumstances  tha 
do  not  occur  in  the  present  case.  Both  the  legatees  wer 
adults  at  the  time  the  will  was  made,  Lord  AJvanlej 
admits  that,  if  it  had  been  otherwise,  it  might  have  mad( 
some  ingredient  in  the  argument."     He  goes  on  witb 


(a)  2  Mer.  363,  386. 
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iiirther  observations  on  the  case  of  Booth  v.  Booths  and 
adopts  the  principle  on  which  that  decision  was  founded. 
In  the  present  case  there  is  a  clear  manifestation  of 
bounty  towards  this  daughter^  and  the  whole  question 
seems  to  be  whether  these  words  which  refer  to  her 
marriage  were  or  were  not  intended  to  give  her  a  bene- 
ficial interest,  in  regard  to  the  time  of  vesting,  greater 
than  the  testator  intended  to  give  to  her  brother.  This 
is  a  case  of  a  gift  of  residue,  as  in  the  case  of  Booth  v. 
BwxOi,  But  there  is  no  direction  like  that  in  Booth  v. 
Bwitiiy  where  the  first  gift  was  to  the  daughter,  of  the 
dividends,  with  a  subsequent  direction,  in  the  particular 
event,  to  pay  the  capital;  but  it  is  a  gift  of  residue  with  an 
express  trust  for  the  son  William  Robert,  and  the 
daughter  Julia  Mary  West,  to  be  divided  between  them 
in  equal  proportions  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as 
joint  tenants.  These  words  are  free  from  all  doubt. 
The  testator  intended  that  the  son  and  daughter,  at  some 
time  or  other,  should  take  the  whole  equally  between 
them  as  tenants  in  common.  Having  said  that,  he  goes 
on  to  say  that  the  share  of  the  son  is  to  be  vested  at 
twenty-four.  He  might  have  said  the  same  thing  as  to 
the  daughter,  but  she  was  only  eighteen,  and  he  contem- 
plated that  she  might  marry  before  twenty-one,  and  he 
intended  if  she  married  before  tweuty-one  that  it  should 
^  with  the  consent  of  her  guardians,  and  that  her  share 
should  be  then  payable.  That  was  a  rational  intention,  and 
tt  expressed  by  these  words: — "the  share  of  my  daughter 
to  be  vested  in  her  upon  marriage  with  the  consent  of 
1^  guardians  or  guardian  for  the  time  being."  It  seems 
▼erjr  clear  that  her  marriage  with  the  consent  of  guardians 
D^ttst  mean  her  marriage  under  twenty-one ;  for  if  her 
'i^age  did  not  take  place  under  twenty-one  she  could 
^i  have  any  guardian.  The  testator  meant  that  if  she 
''^trried  under  twenty-one  without  consent  the  legacy 
^uld  not  then  vest  in  her.    But  it  is  a  rational  intention 


ises. 
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in  this  respect  that  be  should  give  her  a  greater  benefit 
than  he  did  to  his  son,  whose  share  was  not  to  vest  until 
twenty-four.  He  goes  on  to  say,  **in  case  Robert 
William  should  die  under  twenty-four,  and  withont 
leaving  lawful  issue,  or  his  said  daughter  Julia  Mary 
should  die  without  having  been  married  with  such  consent 
as  aforesaid."  These  words  '^  die  without  having  been 
married  with  such  consent  as  aforesaid,"  must  mean  nothing 
else  than  "  die  under  twenty-one  unmarried."  Thus,  if  she 
died  unmarried  under  twenty-one,  her  share  was  to  go  to 
her  brother.  This  gift  over  in  the  event  of  dying  before 
vesting  would  be  almost  nonsense  if  the  construction 
contended  for  by  the  brother  and  trustees  were  to  prevul* 
Suppose  the  son  died  under  twenty-four,  what  was  to 
become  of  the  two  shares?  There  is  a  clear  gift  of  them 
to  the  daughter  as  the  survivor,  and  in  that  event,  if  the 
will  is  to  be  construed,  with  reference  to  the  marriage, 
that  the  daughter  was  to  take  a  vested  interest  if  she 
married  with  the  consent  of  guardians — and  that  could  not 
occur  after  twenty-one — the  whole  gift  would  £uL  Sr 
W.  Grant  said  that  a  gift  of  residue  was  a  different 
thing  ftom  a  gift  of  a  legacy,  and  that  the  Court  wouldi 
if  possible,  construe  the  words  so  as  to  prevent  an  intestacy. 
But  here  would  be  an  intestacy  of  the  whole  if  the  daughter 
survived  and  married  at  thirty,  the  son  dying  under  twenty- 
four  :  neither  could  take  a  share  of  the  residue.  It  is  a 
conclusion  entirely  different  ftom  the  intention  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  whole  scope  of  this  will.  It  is,  I 
think,  a  stronger  case  than  that  of  Booth  v.  Booths  where 
it  appeared  that  the  Court  wished  to  accelerate  vesting 
and  to  prevent  intestacy. 

Under  the  circumstances,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  declaration  that  her  share  is 
vested,  and  I  think  the  proper  order  will  be  to  dechue 
that  the  son  and  daughter  are  entitled  absolutely. 

The  declaration  was  that  according  to  the  true  oon 
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iclion  of  the  will,  and  in  the  events  which  had 
ipened,  the  plaintiff  and  her  brother  were  absolutely 
itled  in  equal  moieties  to  the  entirety  of  the  real  and 
Bonal  estates^  subject  to  the  interest  of  the  widow  in 
-third  during  her  life. 
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Jan  2dr<{. 

Bequest  by 
testator  of  all 
the  fomiture 
(except  plate 
and  pictures) 
which  might 
be  in  a  house 
mentioned  at 
his  deceaae^ — 
Held  to  be 
confined  to 
articles  of 
solid  silver, 
and  not  to 
include  a 
plated  service 
in  the  said 
house. 

Argnmmt, 


HOLDEN  V.  KAMSBOTTOM. 

LMES  KAMSBOTTOM  by  his  will,  dated  the  5th 
)ruary,  1855,  made  the  following  disposition:  — 
I  give  the  said  Eleanor  Holden  also  absolutely  all  the 
uture^  except  plate  and  pictures,  which  may  be  in  the 
I  house  at  my  decease."  At  the  time  of  his  death  the 
ator  had  in  the  house  a  plated  service ;  he  had  at  that 
B  at  his  bankers  a  service  of  solid  silver,  and  other 
er  articles. 

Ir.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Beck^  for  the  executors,  contended 
;  by  the  word  "  plate"  must  be  understood  both  the 
1  silver  and  plated  articles  in  the  house,  and  that  they 
e  within  the  exception. 

fr.  Matins  and  Mr.  Forster^  for  the  legatee,  contended 
;  plate  only  referred  to  solid  silver.  They  cited  Roper 
Legacies  (a),  Kelly  v.  Powlett  (b),  Cremorne  v.  An- 
us {c). 


5  ViCE-CHANCELLOR:—  Judgment, 

lie  only  question  is  as  to  the  construction  of   the 
Vol.  1,  291,  c.  4,  8. 1.         (b)  Ambler,  605*         (c)  5  Russ.  312. 
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1868.  word  ''plate  "  as  used  in  the  exception  from  the  gift  of 
HoLDBK  furniture.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  gift  is  of  all 
Rahbbottok  ^^®  furniture  in  the  said  house^  and  that  it  is  from  this 
JudoMint  P^t^cular  furniture  that  the  testator  excepts  the  plate 
and  pictures.  It  is  admitted  that  if  the  exception  had 
not  been  made  eyery  article  of  plate  would  have  passed 
under  the  description  of  furniture.  The  single  questioii 
seems  to  be^  whether  there  is  enough  to  authorise  the 
Court  to  hold  that  the  testator  used  the  word  in  anj 
other  than  its  proper  sense;  and  my  opinion  is^  that  then 
is  nothing  in  the  context  of  the  will  or  in  the  evidenoe 
as  to  the  situation  of  the  testator  with  regard  to  the  time 
of  gift^  legitimately  to  show  that  the  word  was  not  used  in 
its  proper  sense.  Therefore  the  exception  applies  to  the 
word  "  plate,"  [properly  ^so  called,  and  plate  properly 
so  called  does  not  include  plated  articles.  The  declan- 
tion  will  be  that  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  all  the 
plated  articles  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  defend- 
ant's answer,  and  there  will  be  an  order  that  they  be 
delivered  to  her  within  one  month  from  the  service  of 
the  order. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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SWEET  V.  MEREDITH  (a). 
KARSLAKE  moved  that  the  contract  in  this  ^ » ,^ecree 

for  specific 

ight  be  rescinded^  and  all  proceedings  stayed  in  the  performance 

Bserving  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  apply  to  assess  the  to  purchase 

B8.     The  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  the  vendor,  ^7;S[3i- 

i  the  defendant,  the  purchaser,  to  enforce  a  contract  ment  fop 

^  ,  default,  on 

sale  and  purchase  of  the  advowson  of  Kentisbury,  moUon  by  the 

Devon,  for  the  sum  of   £5500.     On  the   18th  court  ordered 

,  1863,  a  decree  for  specific  performance  of  the  ^^^^^^^ 

5t  was  made,  by  which  the  title  was  ordered  to  be  and  all  pro- 
ceedings 
sd,  and  directing  that  on  the  plaintiff  executing  a  stayed,  except 

ance  to  the  defendant  the  latter  should  pay  the  j^^i^tion  to 

se-moneyon  the  16th  day  of  August,   1862,  or  ?|*/^^'*" 

seven  days  after  the  service  of  the  order.  made  by  the 

money  not  being  paid  at  the  day  fixed,  the  plaintiff  Lsess  the 

ad  a  writ  of  attachment  against  the  defendant,  who  *^™*»es 

o  '  occasioned  by 

tne  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  the  breach  of 

yice-Chancellor  made  the  order  in  the  terms  of  the  defendant, 
lade  in  FoUgno  v.  Martin  (J),  the  plaintiff  to  be  at  Martbi^iQ 
'  to  apply  in  respect  of  any  damages  sustained  from  ^®*^-  ^> 
each  of  contract. 

!  order  was  finally  passed  in  the  following  terms: — 
pon  motion  this  day  made  unto  this  Court  by 
j1  for  the  plaintiffs,  George  Sweet  and  William 
Sweet,  and  upon  reading  an  affidavit  of  John 
ens  of  notice  of  this  application  to  the  defendant, 
t  Fitzgerald  Meredith,  a  decree  dated  the  18th 
1, 1862,  an  order  dated  the  16th  April,  1862,  an 
dated   the  9th    day   of  August,    1862,   and    an 

a  report  of  the  case  eee  anih,  3  Giff.  610,  (fi)  16  Bear.  586. 
.  IT  P 
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ig^.  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  William  Fort  Sweet,  fil 
SwBBT  6th  day  of  January^  1863^  this  Court  doth  order  tl 
Mbreoith.  ^^^^i^^t  mentioned  in  the  pleadings  of  the  first-men 
cause,  and  set  forth  in  the  third,  sixth,  and  seventh 
graphs  to  the  plaintiffs*  bill  therein,  be  rescindedi  an 
all  further  proceedings  in  this  cause  be  stayed,  exc 
to  any  application  which  may  be  to  this  Court  to 
and  assess  the  damages  which  the  plaintiffs  George  i 
clerk,  and  William  Fort  Sweet,  clerk,  have  sustab 
reason  or  in  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  saic 
tract:  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  defendant  I 
Fitzgerald  Meredith  do  pay  unto  the  plaintiflb  G 
Sweet  and  William  Fort  Sweet  their  costs  of 
application,  to  be  taxed  by  the  taking  master.'' 


Dee.  10.  SHEP ARD  V.  BROWN. 

Demurrer  to  a  1  HIS  was  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity* 
dUc^cS°^and  The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants,  John  Bi 
an  account  of    William  Bragg,  and  John  Devonshire  Ellis,  for  some 

goods  sold  by  .        i  .  ••  •  •*«• 

the  defendant,  previously  to,  in,  and  ever  since  May,  1860,  earned 
whSfrhf"^  the  Adas  Sheet  Steel  Works,  Sheffield,  as  pu 
plaintiff  was     ^^^^j.  ^he  style    of  John  Brown  &  Co.,  the  tra 

entiticQ  to  a 

commission       manufacturers  of  steel  and   iron  goods.     Previou 

overruled  with       ^  .  ,  .  i-.-i/»,i  <• 

costs.  May,  1860,  and  ever  since,  the  said  firm  had  an  ofl 

of^aJ^c^^un?''"  No.  33,  Broad  Street  Buildings,  in  the  City  of  Londoi 
E°S*^Ld      "^^  ^'  2*yl®y>^^®  brother-in-law  of  Mr.  Bragg,  ^ 

Courts  of 

Law  possess  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  the  decision  ai  to  the  proper  tribonil  o 
gOTemed  by  considerations  of  convenience. 
PhUUpi  T.  PhiUipi,  9  Hare,  471,  observed  on. 
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bkj,  1860,  and  had  for  some  time  previously  been^  and 
as  ever  since  continued  to  be,  the  general  agent  and 
epresentative  of  the  London  firm.  The  said  firm  had 
lefore  and  in  May,  I860,  and  had  ever  since,  an  office^ 
3^  Boulevard  des  Italiens,  at  Paris;  and  one  Chapman 
ruin  May,  1860,  and  for  some  time  previously  had  been, 
lie  firm's  general  agent  and  representative  at  Paris. 

The  plaintiff  had  for  many  years  had  an  extensive  con- 
nection with  Continental  railway  companies,  and  their 
lirectors,  managers,  and  other  officials,  and  in  particular 
n  May,  1860,  was,  and  had  for  some  time  been,  ac- 
liuunted  with  M*  Bricogne,  the  engineer  of  the  Chemin 
le  Fer  du  Nord  in  France,  and  M.  Loustrau,  one  of  the 
iief  officials  of  the  said  company.  Early  in  1860  the 
lUntiff  became  acquainted  with  J.  C.  Bayley ,  and  was 
.flked  by  him  whether  he  (plaintiff)  could  introduce 
I  Brown  &  Co*s.  iron  goods  to  the  French  railway 
xnnpanies.  The  plaintiff  was  willing  to  undertake  such 
ntroduction,  and  the  terms,  having  been  discussed 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  J.  C.  Bayley,  were 
altimately  reduced  into  writing  and  embodied  in  the 
SJlowing  letter : — 
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"E.  C.  Shepard,  Esq. 

*'  Atlas  Steel  Works,  Sheffield. 

"  May  8, 1860. 
"Dear  Sir, — ^We  shall  be  most  happy  to  hand  you  a 
Boomission  of  7^  per  cent,  on  all  orders  you  may  obtaim 
k  Qs  in  steel  firom  the  Chemin  de  Fer  du  Nord,  and  the 
Ckemin  de  Fer  d'Orleans,  in  France,  whether  directly 
or  indirectly  traceable  to  you,  it  being  understood  that  so 
lo&g  as  the  said  railway  companies  continue  to  purchase 
ibel  from  us  we  will  allow  you  this  commission. 

'^  We  are  yours  very  faithfully, 

"  P.p.  John  Brown  &  Co. 
"(Signed)  J.  C.  Batlbt." 
P  2 
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V, 
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Statement, 


The  said  letter  was  in  the  hand-writing  of  the  sud 
J.  C.  Bayley,  and  it  was  on  the  day  of  the  date  thereof 
signed  by  said  J.  C.  Bayley  on  behalf  of  the  firm  of 
John  Brown  &  Co.,  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  said 
J.  C.  Bayley  at  the  London  ofHce  of  the  said  firm. 

The  said  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co.  had  not  at  the 
date  of  the  letter  of  the  8th  May,  1860,  supplied  aay 
goods  to  the  companies  mentioned  in  the  said  letter. 
After  he  had  signed  the  letter,  J.  C.  Bayley  gave  the 
plaintiff  several  books  of  patterns,  &c.,  in  order  that  the 
same  might  be  shown  to  the  engineers  of  the  railwayi. 
On  the  7th  July,  1860,  J.  C.  Bayley  wrote  and  sent  to 
the  plaintiff  the  following  letter : — 

"  33,  Broad  Street  Buildings. 
'*  New  Broad  Street,  London. 

«  July  7, 1863. 

"Dear  Sir, — Have  you  heard  from  Bricogneyet?  I 
have  heard  a  Monsieur  Petiet,  of  Great  Northern  France, 
has  been  giving  orders  for  locomotives,  &c.,  for  thit 
railway  in  Leeds  and  Manchester.  Don't  let  this  matter 
slip  through  your  fingers  if  you  can  help  it.  When  do 
leave  for  France  ? 

"  Cordially  yours. 
"J.  C.  Batley. 
''  E.  C.  Shepard,  Esq." 


The  plaintiff  shortly  after  the  receipt  of  the  first-meiH 
tioned  letter  made  a  journey  to  Paris  at  his  own  expcnser 
and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  introducing  the  goods  of  the 
said  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co.  to  the  railway  companies 
mentioned  in  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  of  May,  1860,  aaJ 
took  with  him  the  books  of  patterns  and  other  particuhat 
which  had  been  supplied  to  him  as  aforesaid  by  the  sril 
John  Clowes  Bayley.  The  plaintiff  remained  at  Part 
during  ten  days,  and  during  that  time  had  frequent  in* 
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iews  with  Monsieur  Bricogne  and  Monsieur  Loustrau^ 
with  the  other  officials  of  the  said  railway  companies^ 
laid  before  them  and  left  with  them  the  said  patterns 
other  particulars^  with  which  none  of  them  were  pre- 
jdy  acquainted^  and  urged  upon  them  very  strongly 
adoption  by  the  said  companies  of  the  goods  of  the 
I  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co. 

Phe  plidntiff  made  other  journeys  to  Paris  subse- 
mHy,  and  employed  part  of  his  time  on  such  occasions 
endeavouring  to  obtain  orders  for  the  said  firm  of 
in  Brown  &  Co.  from  the  said  railway  companies.     He 
arred  expenses  on  the  occasion  of  such  journeys  in 
ieavouring  to  further  the  interests  of  the  said  firm. 
The  plaintiff  having  incurred  considerable  expense  and 
«  of  time  in  and  by  his  said  journeys  to  and  stay  at 
irisy  and  having  exerted  himself  to  the  utmost  of  his 
wer  and  influence  in  introducing  the  goods  of  the  said 
m  of  John  Brown  &  Co.  to  the  said  railway  companies^ 
wime  aware^  in  or  about  the  month  of  November,  1860, 
lat  an  order  for  a  large  number  of  steel  buffers  had,  in 
>n8equence  oi  the  said  introductions,  been  sent  to  the 
id  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co.  from  the  Railway  Com- 
>ny  of  the  Chemin  de  Fer  du  Nord ;   and  he  has  since 
Kertsuned  that  other  orders  to  a  very  large  amount  have, 
1  consequence  of  the  said  introduction,  been  given  by 
ke  said  railway  company  of  the  Chemin  de  Fer  du  Nord 
nd  the  Chemin  de  Fer  d'Orleans,  or  one  of  them,  to  the 
aid  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co.,  and  that  the  said  orders 
»ve  been  accepted  and  executed  by  the  said  firm. 
The  plaintiff  himself  has  frequently  applied  to  the 
lefendants,  and  to  the  said  John  Clowes  Bayley,  for  an 
ccount  of  the  orders  obtained  as  aforesaid,  and  payment 
'  his  commission  thereon  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
f  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  May,  1860,  but  he  has  not 
een  able  to  obtain  any  satisfactory  answer,  information, 
'account. 
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The  bill  then  set  out  certain  letters  between  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitor  and  the  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co.  on  the 
subject  of  the  plaintiff's  demand.  On  the  14th  Jnnc, 
1862,  the  said  firm  wrote  and  sent  to  the  plaintiffl 
solicitor  the  following  letter : — 

"John  Brown  &  Co. 

"  Atlas  Steel  Spring  and  Iron  Works,  Sheffield. 

"  June  14th,  1862. 
"Mr.  S.  Cook  Prankish, 

"  23,  Parliament  Street, 

"  London,  S.W. 
"  Sir, — In  reply  to  your  note  of  this  day  the  letter  you 
send  us  a  copy  of  was  not  authorised  by  us  in  any  way, 
and  was  not  given  by  our  consent  or  knowledge.  Mr. 
Bay  ley  had  not  the  power  to  commit  us  in  the  matter,  and 
your  client  Mr.  Shepard  was  informed  that  we  should 
not  in  any  way  recognise  the  same.  We  must  express 
our  great  surprise  that  your  client  should  have  attempted 
to  make  an  agreement  with  one  of  our  representatirei 
instead  of  ourselves,  and  then  apply  here  afterwards  ask- 
ing us  to  confirm  the  same.  He  was  then  informed  we 
should  not  in  any  way  recognise  such  an  agreement, 
which  he  said  he  had  got,  but  did  not  produce,  and  which 
we  had  no  knowledge  of  at  that  time.  We  also  now 
repeat  we  are  not,  and  shall  not,  be  bound  in  any  way  to 
that  agreement  so  called  and  obtained  in  such  a  way  that 
cannot  be  binding  legally,  and  certainly  not  equitably; 
and  further  we  have  not,  as  it  happens,  supplied  any  steel 
in  any  way  to  the  parties  named.  We  are  glad  such  i« 
the  case,  because  it  defeats  an  unfair  and  improper 
attempt  to  take  money  from  us  not  due :  at  least,  the 
correspondence  would,  we  think,  justify  such  a  conclusioOi 
If  you  arc  not  now  satisfied,  we  refer  you  further  to  our 
solicitor,  Mr.  George  Marples,  Shefiield. 

"  Yours,  &c., 

"John  Browk  &  Ca* 
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The  plaintiff  alleges  and  charges  that  the  said  John 
Clowes  Bayley  had  authority  from  the  said  firm  of  John 
Blown  &  Co.  to  make  with  the  plaintiff  the  agreement 
Jontamed  in  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  of  May,  1860,  and 
iiat  the  said  agreement  was  so  made  by  the  said  John 
3owcs  Bayley  as  aforesaid  with  the  plaintiff  in  the 
idinary  and  usual  course  of  business ;  and  that  the  said 
ohn  Clowes  Bayley  has  informed  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
» 18  the  fact,  that  he,  the  said  John  Clowes  Bayley,  has 
reqnently  made  agreements  of  a  similar  character  with 
ther  persons,  which  have  been  recognised  and  acted  upon 
jrthe  said  firm;  and  that  large  sums  of  money  have 
reqacntly  been  paid  by  the  said  firm  for  commission  to 
eraons  with  whom  the  said  John  Clowes  Bayley  has 
lade  agreements  of  a  similar  character  to  that  contained 
a  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  of  May,  1860. 
The  plaintiff  further  alleges  and  charges  that  the  said 
etter  of  the  8th  of  May,  1860,  was  written,  signed,  and 
Idivered  to  the  plidntiff  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  John 
^wes  Bayley,  with  the  actual  consent  and  knowledge  of 
ht  defendants,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  or  if  not  then 
tilt  the  contents  of  the  sjdd  letter,  and  the  fact  of  the 
iMne  haying  been  so  written,  signed,  and  delivered  to  the 
pittntiff  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  John  Clowes  Bayley, 
tereor  was,  on  or  shortly  after  the  8th  of  May,  1860, 
Bommanicated  by  the  said  John  Clowes  Bayley  to  the 
kfendaots,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  and  that  the  herein- 
bcfcrc  stated  letter  of  the  7th  of  July,  1860,  was  written 
Md  sent  by  the  said  John  Clowes  Bayley  to  the  plaintiff 
vith  the  consent  and  knowledge  of  the  defendants,  or 
Kme  or  one  of  them,  and  that  the  defendants,  or  some  or 
nieof  them,  were  or  was,  on  or  shortly  after  the  8  th  of 
ty,  1860,  well  aware  that  the  said  John  Clowes  Bayley 
ttd  girea  the  plsdntiff  books  of  patterns  and  other  par- 
bdirs  of  the  goods  manufactured  by  the  said  firm  of 
^pha  Brown  &  Co.,  in  order  that  the  plaintiff  might  take 
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the  same  to  Paris^  and  lay  them  before  the  engineers  and 
other  officials  of  the  French  railway  companies  mentioned 
in  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  of  May,  1860;  and  that  the 
said  John  Clowes  Bayley  was  in  or  about  the  montli  of 
July,  1860,  urging  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  to  France  for 
the  purpose  of  introducing  and  obtaining  orders  for  the 
purchase  of  the  goods  of  the  said  firm  of  John  Brown  & 
Co.  to  the  said  French  railway  companies,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  contemplating  a  journey  to  Paris  for  that 
purpose;  and  the  plaintiff  charges  that  the  defendants 
did  not,  nor  did  any  or  either  of  them,  at  any  time  pre* 
-viously  to  his  departure  for  Paris,  on  or  about  the  14ti 
day  of  July,  1860,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  express  any 
dissent  from  or  make  any  attempt  to  repudiate  the  agree- 
ment contained  in  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  of  May,  I860. 

The  plaintiff  further  alleges  and  charges  that  it  is  nn- 
true  that  the  said  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co.  have  not 
supplied  any  steel  in  any  way  to  the  parties  named  in  the 
said  letter  of  the  8th  of  May,  1860,  for  the  said  John 
Clowes  Bayley  and  Chapman  have  respec- 

tively admitted  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  the  fact,  that 
steel  goods  to  the  amount  of  £8000  and  upwards  have 
been  supplied  by  the  said  firm  to  the  said  Company  of 
the  Chcmin  de  Fer  du  Nord  since  and  in  consequence  of 
the  introduction  of  the  goods  of  the  said  firm  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  said  company  in  manner  aforesaid;  and 
the  plsdntiff  has  lately  seen  a  letter  from  the  said  Mon- 
sieur Loustrau  to  the  said  Chapman,  con- 
taining an  order  for  twenty-five  8et«  of  buffers,  at  £10 
per  set,  to  be  supplied  by  the  said  firm  to  the  said  Com- 
pany  of  the  Chemin  de  Fer  du  Nord. 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  under  the  circumstances 
aforesaid  he  is  entitled  to  a  commission  of  7^  per  cent  on 
all  orders  for  steel  goods  that  have  been  or  may  hereafUc 
be  given  to  the  said  firm  of  John  Brown  &  Co.  by  the 
companies  mentioned  in  the  said  letter  of  the  8th  of  Ufjt 
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B60^  or  either  of  them ;  and  that  the  defendants  ought 
» set  forth  a  true  statement  and  account  of  all  orders 
hich  have  been  received  by  the  said  firm  up  to  the 
■esent  time  from  the  said  companies^  or  either  of  them> 
id  ought  to  account  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  commission 
ereon  after  the  rate  aforesaid. 

The  bill  contained  the  usual  charge  as  to  documents^ 
d  prayed>  inter  alia — 

1.  That  the  defendants  might  make  a  full  and  true 
iOOYery  and  disclosure  of  and  concerning  the  same. 

2.  That  it  might  be  declared  that  the  said  letter  of  the 
i  May>  1860^  was  binding  upon  the  defendants. 

3.  That  an  account  might  be  taken  under  the  decree 
the  Court  of  what  is  now  due  to  the  plaintiff  in 

cordance  with  the  terms  of  the  letter  of  the  8th  May, 
60. 

4.  That  the  amount  found  due  might  be  paid,  &c. 
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Mr.  Malins  and  Mr,  C  Barber  for  the  demurrer. 
The  proper  tribunal  for  the  decision  of  the  claim  raised 
J  this  bill  was  a  court  of  law.  The  plaintiff  might 
wibly  have  filed  his  bill  for  discovery  in  the  ordinary 
ay — though  even  as  to  that  he  might  have  had  as  full 
iKovery  at  law  as  in  this  Court.  But  he  cannot  mix  up 
ith  a  bill  for  discovery  a  claim  for  relief  which  was 
roperly  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law.  The  bill  asked 
nt  for  discovery,  and  then  went  on  to  ask  for  such  an 
Mount  as  would  ordinarily  be  tried  before  a  jury.  His 
lum  was,  to  be  paid  the  amount  to  which  he  was  entitled 
y  commission  on  the  sale  of  goods.  There  was  no 
lotion  of  mutuality  in  the  accounts,  or  of  any  confi- 
mtial  relation  between  the  parties.  The  bill  prayed, 
deed,  that  Bayley  might  be  declared  to  be  the  agent  of 
16  defendants;  but  that  was  only  one  part  of  the 
lintiff's  title  at  law. 


A  rgument. 
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In  Dinwidde  v.  Bailey  {a),  a  bill  was  filed  bj  an 
insurance  broker  for  an  account  of  money  paid  and 
received  by  him  in  that  capacity  on  account  of  tlie 
defendants^  and  money  due  to  him  for  conmiission,  and 
for  promissory  notes^  and  to  restrain  an  action  as  brought 
contrary  to  the  usual  custom;  but  a  demurrer  wii 
allowed  to  the  bill  on  the  ground  that  the  proper  remedy 
was  at  law. 

In  Phillips  v.  Phillips  {b)y  a  demurrer  was  allowed  to  a 
bill  seeking  an  account  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
mutuality  as  to  the  account  except  as  to  a  few  paymenti 
which  were  matter  of  set-off>  though  the  bill  alleged  tint 
as  to  particulars  the  defendant  had  acted  as  agent  of  the 
plaintiff. 

In  Padwick  v.  Stanley^  (c),  it  was  held  that  it  by  no 
means  followed  that>  because  a  principal  had  a  right 
against  his  agents  the  agent  had  a  right  against  the  prin- 
cipal. It  was  submitted  on  these  grounds  that  the 
demurrer  must  be  allowed :  Pearce  y.  Cfresswiek  (if)*  ^^s 
also  cited. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Fitzhugh  for  the  bill. 
The  plaintiff^  though  he  might  have  some  remedy^  could 
not  have  complete  remedy  at  law^  and  on  that  ground  alone 
this  bill  could  be  sustained:  Adley  v.  The  Wliitstaik 
Company  (e).  That  a  plaintiff  could  have  relief  in  ad- 
dition to  discovery  has  been  laid  down  in  Byk  t. 
HaggiefJ').  In  that  case  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  said, 
"  "Where  a  party  comes  here  properly  for  the  discoveiy, 
the  Court  is  never  disposed  to  occasion  a  multiplicity  of 
suits  by  making  him  go  to  a  court  of  law  for  the  reliefl 

Possibly  the  plaintiff  might  have  obtained  some  account 
at  law,  but  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  on  matter! 
of  account  was  concurrent  with  that  of  courts  of  laWi 


(a)  6  Yes.  136. 
(»)  9  Hare,  471 . 
(0)  lb.  627. 


(d)  2  Hare,  286. 
{e)  17  Ves.  315. 
(/)  1J.&15L284. 
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this  Court  would  not  fetter  itself  by  an  inflexible 
I  as  to  matters  of  account :  North-JEastem  Railway 
^any  t.  Martin  (a).     {Mackenzie  v.  Johnston  (b)  was 

cited.)      See  Smith  v.  Leveaux  (c),  Foley  v.  Hill  (rf). 

i  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

lie  substance  of  the  plaintiff's  case  is^  that  he  was 
Joyed  by  the  defendants  to  obtain  orders  for  goods 
lu&ctured  by  them^  and  that  he  was  to  be  allowed 
luneration  in  the  shape  of  commission  upon  the  amount 
all  goods  sold  under  orders  which  were  obtained 
)ugh  his  exertions.     Upon  that  he  comes  to  the  Court 

prays  relief,  first  in  the  shape  of  a  declaration  that 

defendants  are  bound  by  the  letter  of  their  agent, 
ch  promised  the  remuneration,  and  next  he  seeks  an 
9unt  of  all  orders  received  and  executed  by  the 
endants  through  his  exertions,  and  to  have  it  ascer- 
led  how  much  is  coming  to  him  for  commission  in 
pect  of  the  quantity  of  goods  so  sold.  It  is  said  in 
iport  of  the  demurrer  that  at  law  he  might  recover 
an  action  the  whole  amount  of  that  commission  which 

seeks  to  recover  by  account  in  this  Court.  In 
icr  to  recover  at  law,  however,  he  must  be  able  to 
)TC  what  orders  have  been  received,  how  much  has 
sa  sold  by  the  defendants,  and  what  has  been  received 
them  in  respect  of  the  sales,  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
otint  of  the  commission.  It  is  plain,  from  the 
sgations  in  the  bill,  that,  as  the  transactions  of  sale  are 
Dsactions  by  the  defendants  and  not  by  the  plaintiff, 
ire  must  be  in  the  custody  of  the  defendants  that  which 
ftia  material  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  to  enable  him  to 
Dver  at  law  or  in  equity.     It  cannot  be  denied  that  a 

for  discovery  would  lie.  The  argument  that  this 
at  has  lost  its  jurisdiction  in  regard  to  discovery 
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because  since  the  recent   Act  courts  of  law  have  h 
given  to  them  a  jurisdiction  of  discovery  is  an  argumc 
not  to  be  countenanced.      I  know  of  no  authority 
justify  me  in  holding  that  this  Court  has  lost  the  pow 
to  enforce  discovery. 

Where  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  is  one  in  which  1 
seeks  an  account  of  transactions  and  dealings  with  tl 
defendants^  the  evidence  of  which  transactions  mv 
remain  principally,  if  not  entirely,  in  the  hands  of  ti 
defendants,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  say  that,  up(m 
bill  seeking  an  account  of  that  kind  upon  a  case  so  state 
this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction^to  entertain  it 

Lord  Cottenham,  in  the  case  cited  of  TTie  Nart 
Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  Martin,  decided  tb 
upon  a  question  of  account,  where  courts  of  comnx 
law  and  of  equity  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  if 
question  arise,  whether  the  remedy  for  an  account  shoii 
be  at  law  or  in  equity,  it  should  be  decided  with 
view  to  the  most  convenient  mode  of  having  i 
question  decided.  In  some  cases  it  may  appear  vei 
plunly  that  the  question  would  be  more  convenient 
decided  at  law :  in  others,  that  it  may  be  more  contes 
cntly  decided  in  a  court  of  equity.  In  the  case  < 
Dinwiddle  v.  Bailey,  where  a  bill  was  filed  by  a  broh 
for  an  account,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  recover  tli 
amount  of  his  commission,  Lord  Eldon  said,  '^  It  is  dfii 
this  case  might  be  disposed  of  altogether  at  law.  It  i 
another  question  whether  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Com 
might  not  attach  upon  it."  If  the  jurisdiction  i 
discovery  be  allowed,  it  is  difficult  to  see  upon  win 
principle  this  Court  can  refuse  relief,  where  the  questiim 
one  of  convenience. 

In  the  case  of  Mackenzie  v.  Johnston,  Sir  John  Lent 
had  before  him,  on  demurrer,  the  case  of  a  bill  fik 
by  a  principal  against  an  agent  whom  he  had  emplojedt 
sell  goods  for  him.     That  is  like  this  cascj  except  tb 
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ire  the  bill  is  by  an  agent  against  his  principal.     It  was 
)t — it  could  not  be — doubted  in  Mackenzie  v.  Johnston 
lat  an  action  at  law  would  lie,  and  the  demurrer  was 
rgued  on  the  ground  of  the  question  being  one  to  be 
roperly   tried  in   a  court  of   law.      In  overruling  the 
emorrer,  Sir  John  Leach  said,  "  The  defendants  here 
rere  agents  for  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
Dd  wherever  such  a  relation  exists  a  bill  will  lie  for  an 
ecount.     The  plaintiff  can  only  learn  from  the  discovery 
f  the  defendants  how  they  have  acted  in  the  execution 
f  their  agency,  and  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  that 
le  shotdd  pay  them  for  that  discovery  if  it  turned  out 
hat  they  had  abused  his  confidence;  yet  such  must  be 
he  case  if  a  bill  for  relief  will  not  lie."     Lord  Eldon,  in 
he  case  of  Adley  v.  The  Whitstable  Company ,  observed, 
^  It    is  said  that  the  party  may   have    a   discovery 
which  is  what  would  happen  here,  the  jurisdiction  as 
to  discovery     being    admitted]   and  then  go  to  law. 
The  answer  to  that  is,  that  the  right  to  discovery  carries 
dong  with  it  the   right  to  relief  in  equity."      Why? 
Because,  when  relief  is  sought  in||the  shape  of  an  account, 
Qoorts  of  law  and  equity  have,  generally  speaking,  a  con- 
cment  jurisdiction.     Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  in  the  case  of 
Sfk  V.  Haggle  J  states  precisely  the  same  view.       In 
the  case  of   Pearce  v.    Creswicky   Sir  James  Wigram 
io»  not  state  any  one  proposition,  nor  does  he  decide 
the  case  in  any  way  which  supports  the  argiunent  in 
&Toar  of  this  demurrer.      The  case,  then,  is  this:    it 
v  one  in   which,  either  at   law   or  in    equity,  an  ac- 
count must  be  taken ;    one  in  which  the  right  to  dis- 
oorery  in  equity  is  admitted ;  and  what  I  have  to  decide 
ii)  whether,  since  the  late  Act  of  Parliament,  there  is  no 
longer  any  jurisdiction  to  direct  an  account.     I  should  not 
k  justified  in  taking  any  such  view      It  is  very  true  that 
h  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Phillips  Vice-Chanceller  Turner 
Ittd  that,  in  order  to  maintain  a  bill  of  this  nature,  there 
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must  be  mutual  demands^  and  that  each  of  the  parties 
must  have  received  and  paid  money  on  acconnt  of  tlie 
other.      And  he  said  that  it  would  require  a  strong 
case  for  a  court  of  equity  to  entertun  a  bill  tor  an 
account  when  the  account  is  all  on  one  side.    In  tfaa 
present  case  it  may  possibly  appear  that  the  account  is  on 
one  side ;  but  it  [would  be  hardly  ^r  to  assume  tlist 
This  is  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  had 
in  this  Court  a  discovery  (which  is  a  remedy  in  aid  of 
the  right  of  account)^  and  I  cannot  send  him  out  of  thii 
Court  to  seek  relief  in  a  court  of  law.     I  must  therefore 
overrule  this  demurrer. 
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O'BRIEN  V.  LEWIS. 

LHIS  amended  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  praying —    ^  gift  made  by 

1.  That  it  might  be  decreed  that  the  defendants  were  g'^oUdtoV''  ^^ 
able  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  300/.  improperly  retained  by  during  the 

subsistence 

lem  as  afores^d^  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  5L  of  the  profes- 

«i>  n^ti*  sional  relation 

^  '^"*"  between  them 

2.  That  an  account  might  be   taken  of  all  sums  of  " invalid; 

therefore, 

loney  received  by  the  defendants^  or  either  of  them,  or  where  a  client 

or  their  use  as  solicitors,  attomies,  agents,  or  otherwise,  subsidence  of 

n  behalf  of  the  plaintiff;   or  which  were  paid  to  the  toi^w^^soHd- 

lefendants  while  acting  as  attornies  or  solicitors  for  the  tor  to  retain  a 

!..«..  ^  'I'll  •         *"°^  o^  sooi. 

maim  in  respect  of  matters  m  which  they  were  acting  out  of  moneys 
tn  his  behalf;  and  also  an  account  of  all  sums  paid  by  ^^"^olTa^^ 
ke  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  or  on  his  account,  which  ^^  by  the 

,  .        chent  for  an 

Ae  defendants  were  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  monies  account  the 
10  received  by  them  as  aforesaid.      That  the  account  a  general  ac- 
aight  be  taken  with  annual  rents,  and  that,  if  necessary,  di^ctlon^^at 
staking  such  account  the  defendants  might  be  charged  the  defendants 

....  ,-  ^    «^^,  .  1.1  were  not  to  bo 

^to  the  said  sum  of  300/.  so  improperly  retained  as  allowed  the 
iforcsaid,  and  also  with  interest  at  51.   per  cent,   per  ordered  the" 
immn  on  the  balances  for  the  time  being  in  their  hands ;  defendants  to 

,  pay  the  costs 

lul  that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  of  the  suit, 
laintiff  the  balance  which  should  be  found  due  to  him  on 
iing  the  account. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  solicitors 
^  attornies  in  partnership,  carrying  on  business  at  1 0 
ly  Place,  Holborn,  and  were  employed  by  the  plaintiff 
his  solicitors  and  attornies  for  the  first  time  in  the 
5ar  1850,  and  were  employed  by  him  up  to  the  year 
^61.  The  biU  alleged  that  the  matters  in  which  they 
ere  employed  professionally  consisted  in    recovering 
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1362.      debts  due  to  him  from  various  persons^  and  in  settling  his 
0*Bribn    pecuniary  affairs  and  difficulties. 
LEwifl.        The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  did  not  deliyer 
to  the  plaintiff  any  bill  of  costs  in  respect  of  the  matters 
in  which  they  were  employed,  but  when  moneys  were 
received  by  them  for  the  plaintiff,  such  moneys  wew 
usually    received    by    the   defendants,  who  sometamM 
deducted  thereout  lumped  or  specified  sums,  which  ihey 
alleged  to  be  their  costs,  or  due  to  them  for  costs,  and 
psud  to  the  plaintiff  the  residue ;  and  at  other  times  paid 
to  the  plaintiff  a  portion  of  the  sums  received  by  them 
in  respect  of  such  debts  and  matters^  and  had  concealed 
from  the  plaintiff  the  amounts  actually  received^  and  re- 
tained for  themselves  all  the  residue  of    the  moneys 
received  by  the  defendants  in  respect  of  such  [debts  and 
matters,  without  rendering  any  account  to  the  plaintiff 
of  the  sums,  or  of  the  items  for  which  deductions  were 
made;  and  the  defendants  sometimes  alleged  that  they 
were  entitled  to  retain  such  residue  and  excess,  not  is 
being  the  amount  of  costs  properly  due  to  them,  but  is 
being  an  excess  above  what  the  plaintiff  would  have  beea 
willing  to  accept  as  a  composition  for  such  debts,  and  thil 
therefore  he  was  not  entitled  to  such  residue  or  exceo. 
During  the  whole  period  during  which  the  defendants 
were  employed  by  the  plaintiff  they  were  his  confidentiil 
solicitors,  and  he  acted  under  their  advice ;    and,  having 
no  other  professional  assistance,  he  did  not  know  that  he 
could  compel  them  to  deliver  bills  of  costs  to  him  under 
such  circumstances ;    besides  this  he  did  not  consider  it 
prudent  to  oppose  them,  for  he  was  at  and  during  the 
whole  time  he  so  employed  them  in  pecuniary  embarraai* 
ment,  and  he  had  upon  a  few  occasions,  in  the  course  rf 
such  employment,  and  pending  such  transactions,  applied 
to  the  defendants  for  temporary  loans  of  suras  of  money* 
wliich  were  made  to  him,  but  which,  however,  have  been 
all   since   repaid:    in  fact,   the  embarrassments  of  the 
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phintiff  increased  upon  him  during  Us  connection  with  the 
defendants^  and  the  plaintiff  was  on  one  or  two  occasions  ar- 
rested for  debt^  and  was  imprisoned  in  the  Queen's  Prison ; 
and  Testing  orders^  which  have  been  since  vacated^  were 
obtuned  against  the  plaintiff  from  the  Insolvent  Courts 
and  on  all  such  occasions  the  defendants  acted  as  his 
aoEeitors,  and  the  plaintiff  was  altogether  during  such 
transactions  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants^  and  has  not 
been  until  within  a  short  period  before  the  filing  of  this 
bQI  in  a  position  to  compel  the  defendants  to  account  to  him 
fin*  what  they  had  on  his  behalf  and  in  his  said  business. 

In  1852  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action  on  certdn  bills 
of  exchange  for  sums  between  800/.  and  900/.  against 
Ifr.^  now  Sir  Bobert^  Clifton^  who  owed  the  plaintiff  a 
briber  sum  of  500/.  and  upwards.  Mr.  Clifton  filed  his 
bill  in  this  Court  for  an  account  and  to  restrain  the  action. 
The  present  defendants  acted  as  the  plaintiff's  solicitors^ 
and  put  in  his  answers  in  that  suit.  Mr.  Clifton's  solicitor 
WIS  Mr.  Davis.  On  the  3d  April  Mr.  S.  C.  H.  Le¥ris 
■Kt  the  plaintiff  in  the  street^  and  said  that  Mr.  Davis,  on 
bdiilf  of  Mr.  Clifton,  wished  to  settle  with  plaintiff,  and 
(f  the  plaintiff  would  give  up  the  said  bills  of  exchange 
nd  certain  letters,  and  drop  his  prosecution  of  Messrs. 
flkns  for  an  assault,  and  release  plaintiff's  claim  on 
Mr.  Clifton,  the  latter  would  pay  plaintiff  800/.;  plaintiff 
h  reply  said  his  claim  against  Clifton  exceeded  800/.  in 
iMpect  of  other  siuns.  Whereupon  S.  C.  H.  Lewis  said, 
'Agree  to  the  800Ly  drop  the  proceedings  against  Davis, 
Ml  111  get  you  the  difference,"  and  fixed  an  interview 
Ir  canying  out  such  arrangement.  When  plaintiff 
toired  at  the  place  of  meeting  he  found  J.  F.  Davis 
ftire.  The  costs  due  to  them  for  litigation  with  B. 
CSfton  w^e  hurriedly  called  over  in  lump  sums,  and 
itte  made  out  to  amount  to  130/.,  from  which  10/.  was 
Uncted  at  Davis's  request,  and  then  800/.  was  paid  by 
^kris  to  the  defendants  for  the  plaintiff's  use  for  the  debt 
FOIm  IV.  Q 
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claimed  from  Clifton^  and  120Z.  was  paid  by  Davis  to  tlie 
defendants  for  costs^  whereon  the  plaintiff  ugnad  &r 
delivery  to  Davis  a  general  release  of  all  demands  whiok 
had  been  prepared  by  the  defendants.  Afterwards  theie 
letters  had  been  procured  from  Mr.  Kealy  by  paying  him 
the  money  for  which  he  claimed  to  hold  them^  and  wen 
delivered  to  Davis ;  no  receipt  was  asked  for  or  given  by 
the  plaintiff  for  800/.  J.  P.  &  D.  J.  Davis  were  afie^ 
wards  sentenced  on  their  conviction  (for  an  assault)  to  i 
nominal  punishment  only.  The  plaintiff  believed  tbt 
no  money  was  received  by  the  defendants  except  the  Mid 
120/.  and  600L,  but  he  afterwards  learned  that  Ul 
Clifton  or  his  father  had  been  charged  1000/.  for  tk 
money  paid  in  addition  to  the  800/.  and  costs.  The  bill 
then  proceeded  as  follows: —  ' 

The  defendants  accounted  to  the  plaintiff  for  500L 
only^  part  of  the  sums  received  from  the  said  Mr.  Davii^ 
and  appropriated  the  sum  of  300/.  the  residue  theietf 
and  said  costs  to  their  own  use,  although  the  said  son 
was  received  by  them  while  acting  as  the  soliciton  fif 
the  plaintiff,  and  on  account  of  the  said  settlementi  and 
of  his  claims  as  aforesaid  and  arising  thereout,  and  ouj^ 
to  have  been  paid  or  accounted  for  to  the  plaintiff  Tk 
defendants  admit  that  they  so  appropriated  the  said  vm 
of  300/.  besides  the  said  costs,  but  they  allege  that  tba 
plaintiff  made  them  a  present  of,  and  told  them  to  rettti  ^ 
300/.  (part  of  the  said  sum  of  800/.)  and  to  keep  tbi ' 
same  as  a  present  to  them  the  defendants.  Such  all^' 
tion,  however,  is  altogether  untrue.  The  plaintiiFAi] 
not  make  the  defendants  a  present  of  the  said  somflf  I 
300/.,  and  the  plaintiff  charges  that,  even  had  he  toldtbi 
defendants  to  keep  such  sum  of  300/.  as  a  present,  thsfi 
the  defendants,  would  not  be  entitled  to  retain  the  aaatlr 
inasmuch  as  being  the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiff  thej  bad 
no  right  to  make  a  gain  at  the  expense  of  their  said 
in  the  said  arrangement  with  the  said  B.  Clifton  ui 
J.  P.  Davis, 
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In  1854  the  plaintiff^  through  the  defendantSi  recovered 
^judgment  against  Lord  Conyers  for  1200/.  In  1859 
iOrd  Conjers  filed  a  bill  against  the  plaintiff  and  the 
efendants  in  this  Court  to  restrain  proceedings  on  that 
idgment.  The  defendants  put  in  an  answer^  and  the 
buntiff  also  filed  his  answer  through  Mr.  Foulger.  The 
lit  did  not  proceed  beyond  the  answer.  The  defendants 
aimed^to  be  interested  in  the  matters  in  question  in  that 
lit  onaccount  of  a  lien  for  225/.,  which  they  claimed  partly 
r  money  lent  to  the  plaintiff  and  partly  for  costs^  on  the 
carity  of  the  judgment  as  well  as  on  other  securities, 
1 1860  the  daim  against  Lord  Conyers  was  paid  with 
ierest  and  costs^  including  the  said  225/.  to  the  present 
sfendants,  and  such  suit  was  dismissed.  The  defendants 
iceived  the  225/.>  and  accounted  to  the  plaintiff  for  a 
im  which  they  stated  to  be  the  residue  of  the  sum 
hich  they  stated  they  had  received  in  respect  of  such 
ineipal^  interest  and  costs^  and  matters. 
The  way  in  which  the  225/.  claimed  by  these  defen- 
uits  to  be  due  to  them  was  made  up  was  explained 
sribally  only  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants^  and  he 
M  told  it  consisted  of  the  sum  of  158/.  for  costs  in  the 
itter  of  Don  and  Ward^  and  small  siuns  of  cash 
iniieed  to  the  pilaintiff>  the  interest  thereon,  and  of  two 
iiersums  of  55/.  and  12/.  respectively,  of  which  55L 
id  been  lent  to  the  plaintiff  by  6.  C.  H.  Lewis,  and  the 
U,  was  expressed  to  be  added  for  sundries  and  contin- 
noes;  the  three  said  sums  of  158/.,  55/.,  and  12/. 
ddDK  up  together  the  said  sum  of  225/.  The  bill 
ieged  that  the  defendants  pretended  that,  in  addition  to 
«  sum  of  2252.,  a  further  sum  of  20/.  for  money  lent  to 
e  plaintiff  was  due  when  they  filed  their  answer,  and 
It  they  omitted  through  inadvertence  to  claim  the  said 
L,  but  the  allegation  was  untrue,  and  was  a  mere 
erthought.  Soon  after  the  answer  in  Lord  Conyers's 
t  had  been  filed  the  phiintiff  gave  G.  C.  H.  Lewis  a 
!^ae  for  55L,  which  was  paid,  in  186Q.     After  the  sun) 

Q  2 
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of  225/.  had  been  paid  plainti£F  asked  G.  C.  H.  Lewis  i 
the  said  652^:  he  replied,  ^^  Oh,  we  will  look  up  the  aoooc 
and  see  what  you  owe  us/'  or  words  to  that  effect  1 
defendants  had  not  subsequently  demanded  payment 
any  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  indebted  to  them 
any  other  account. 

The  defendants  allege  that  on  the  28th  August,  18 

the  plaintiff  owed  them  a  large  sum  for  costs,  but  in  tl 

answer  in  Conyers  v.  G*Brien  they  had  no  claim  for  c 

beyond  150/.,  which  has  been  since  paid.     On  the  1 

March,   1861,  an  order  of  the  4th  September^  1( 

vesting  the  plaintiff's  estate  in  the  provisional  assignc 

the  Insolvent  Court  was  vacated,  and  nothing  was  1 

due  or  claimed  for  costs  from  the  plaintiff  by  the  de 

dants,  who  themselves  prepared  the  affidavitd  filed  n 

the   order  was  vacated.    All  the  costs  since  inoa 

by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  had  been  paid  ex 

trifling  sums  for  vacating  the  vesting  order,  and  obt 

ing  a  writ  of  habeas  which  the  plaintiff  has  always  1 

ready  to  pay  for.     The  plaintiff,  being  unable  to  reo 

the  said  55Lj  and  about  the  middle  of  the  year  1861b 

no  longer  indebted  to  or  under  the  influence  of 

defendants,    in   August,    1861,  applied  to  his  pre 

solicitor  to  aid  him  in  obtaining  payment  of  the  sm 

651.  y  and  for  an  account  of  all  other  matters.     Mr 

Lewis,  the  plaintiff's  present  solicitor,  wrote  insisting 

an  account,  which  the  defendants  refused,  but  ultima 

sent  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  a  cheque  for  552.  payabl 

the  order  of  John  O'Brien,  Esq.,  re  Conyers,  but  1 

did  not   furnish  the  account  required.      The  plai 

thereupon  filed  this  bill.      The  10th  paragraph  of 

bill  was  as  follows: — 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  the  defendants  are  bouiM 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  balance  of  the  said  sum  of  1 
paid  to  them  by  Robert  Clifton  as  aforesaid,  and 
other  sums  paid  to  them  for  costs  after  deducting  then 
the  amount  actually  due  to  the  defepdaQts  for  cost 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

id  matter,  which  ended  in  the  said  arrangement 
he  said  Robert  Clifton,  which  costs  the  plaintiff 
es  could  not  amount  to  more  than  35/.  or  there- 

)  defendants  hj  their  answer  admitted  having  acted 
plaintiff's  solicitors  and  attorneys  in  the  matters 
uring  the  time  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  bill, 
thej  delivered  no  bill  of  costs,  and  that  when 
s  were  recovered  by  them  (the  defendants)  it  was 
btedly  received  by  a  member  of  the  firm.  They 
«d  that,  under  the  circumstances  thereinafter  set 
in  the  action  by  the  plaintiff  against  E.  B.  Clark, 
retained  50/..  and  in  the  action  by  the  plaintiff 
t  General  Charretie  10/.  out  of  the  moneys  received, 
jf  which  sums  were  retained  for  costs.  They 
1  that  they  had  the  residue  of  the  moneys  recovered 
plaintiff,  and  denied  that  they  ever  retained  any 
sums.  That  with  the  above  exceptions  and  with 
caption  of  9/.  12s.  in  respect  of  the  arrangement 
ilr.  Forbes  they  paid  the  plaintiff  the  whole  sums 
sd  by  them  in  respect  of  debts  and  matters  in 
they  were  professionally  employed  by  the  plaintiff 
rfler  they  received  them.     They  denied  conceal- 

They  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  frequently,  both 
and  by  letter,  admitted  and  acknowledged  to  them 
nd  and  generous  behaviour  towards  himself,  and  the 

and  industry  with  which  they  had  conducted  his 
ss.  That  the  plaintiff  must  have  known  that  he 
3ompel  them  to  deliver  their  bill  of  costs ;  he  often 
1  of  his  knowledge  of  the  law  of  England  and 
ad,  and  resided  in  Edinburgh,  where  he  was  called 
lilting  Scotch  agent.  The  plaintiff  never  demanded 
>f  costs.  They  admitted  that  during  the  time  they 
18  his  professional  advisers  the  plaintiff  was  in 
ary  difficulty,  and  applied  to  them  for  temporary 
if  SQudl  sums  of  money,  which  were  invariably  lent. 
idmitted  that  on  or  about  the  2nd  March,  1860, 
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16G2. 
O'Bribn 

V. 
LBWI8. 

Statement 


Mr.  Foulger,  then  acting  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  reprid 

Mr.  G.  C.  H.  Lewis  30/.  for  advances  made^  but  tk 

sums  advanced  to  the  plaintiff  by  Mr.  J.  G.  Lewis  were 

not  repaid  except  that  he  received  the  same  out  of  the 

sum  of  225/.  received  by  the  defendants  in  the  suit  d 

Lord  Conyers  v.  O'Brien,    That  the  sum  of  65L  wai 

returned  after  the  defendants  received  the  sum  of  22Si 

With  respect  to  the  several  matters  arising  out  of  tiM 

plaintiff's  transactions  with  Sir  Robert  Jukes  Clifbi 

stated  in  the  3rd  paragraph  of  the   bill^  they  denid 

that  they^  as  plaintiff's  solicitors^  ever  brought  any  actioi 

against  Sir  B.  J.  Clifton^  but  stated  that  Mr.  T.  OiO 

acting  for  the  plaintiff^  brought  such  action  to  reootv 

406/.  due  from  him  on  a  bill  of  exchange  to  the  plaintiff 

The  plaintiff  had  three  bills  of  exchange  of  Sir  R  J* 

Clifton  for  1000/.,  640/.,  and  360/.  respectively,  and  ea. 

dorsed  to  one  H.   Harrison,  of  Hart  Street,  who  loed 

Sir  B.  J.  Clifton,  who  in  1651  filed  a  bill  against  the 

plaintiff   and   Harrison  charging  that  the  plaintiff  hd 

obtained  from  him  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation  billsof 

exchange  for  sums  amounting  in  the  whole  to  200/.    In 

this  suit  Sir  K.  J.  Clifton  employed  Mr.  J.  Phineu 

Davis  as  his  solicitor,  and  they  (Messrs.  Lewis),  on  i 

return  in  writing,  acted  as  his  solicitors  and  gave  instroo- 

tions  to  counsel  for  his  answer.     No  answer  was  put  iBj 

the  plaintiff  having  told  Messrs.  Lewis  that  he  would  do 

anything  to  avoid  putting  in  an  answer  to  the  bill,  and 

that  he  was  most  desirous  to  have  the  matter  settled,  and 

that  if  we  could  get  the  matter  arranged  by  his  giving 

up  certain  letters  in  his  possession  he  would  make  us  i 

present  of  300/.  besides  paying  us  our  fair  bill  of  C08t« 

in  the  matter,  for  that  there  were  certain  letters  whick 

had  passed  between  the  parties  that  he  was  most  anzioQi 

not  to  have  disclosed,  as  being  most  damaging  to  tbe 

character  and  reputation  of  himself  and  Sir  B.  J.  CliftoSi 

and  gave  us  copies  of  the  correspondence.     The  aniwef 

then  referred  to  an  account  in  the  handwriting  of  mi 
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signed  by  the  plaintiff  and  dated  the  12th  May^  1852  ^  in 
which  he  only  took  credit  for  500/.  instead  of  800/.  which 
was  paid  by  Mr.  Davis  for  Sir  K.  J.  Clifton,  being  the 
800t  less  the  309/.  promised  to  be  given  by  the  plaintiff 
to  Messrs.  Lewis.  The  answer  then  set  forth  the  cir- 
cumstances under  and  the  terms  on  which  the  suit  of 
Sir  B.  J.  Clifton  against  the  plaintiff  was  stayed.  The 
4U8irer  then  stated  that  on  Mr.  Davis  paying  Messrs. 
Lewis  the  said  sum  of  800/.  he  told  the  plaintiff  ^^  he 
ibonght  he  had  made  a  good  bargain/'  to  which  the 
plaintiff  replied  "  he  might  thank  us  [Messrs.  Lewis]  for 
It,**  though  they  [Messrs.  Lewis]  had  made  a  good  thing 
of  it,  as  he  had  engaged  to  make  them  a  present  of  300/. 
cmt  of  the  money  paid  by  Sir  R.  J.  Clifton;  and  tlie 
plaintiff,  before  leaving  the  house  of  Mr,  J.  G.  Lewis, 
directed  him,  on  behalf  of  his  promise,  to  retain  300/.  as  a 
present,  and  to  give  him,  the  plaintiff,  50/.  of  the  money 
JQSt  received  on  plaintiff's  account,  which  he  did.  The 
ansirer  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  never  demanded  any 
account,  but  in  his  own  handwriting,  as  follows: — 


1862. 
O'Brien 

V. 

Lewis. 
Statemont, 


"Hr.  J.  O'Brien  in  account 
Dr. 


£ 
182 


8,   d. 

0    0 


0 
0 
0 
0 


0 
0 
0 
0 


Aprfl8rd.i7#Keal7 
n  Self      ...    60 

n  Srd.  Gray  ...  40 
I,  10  Self  ...  30 
„  12  Self  ...  SOD 
„  Throagh  Gen. 

Cbarretto  .    26    0    0 
I,  Through  Mr. 

Stereni.    .  100    0    0 
„  Bank     Poet^ 

MU,    dated 

May  11th  .  100    0    0 


£727    0    0 


WITH  THB  MB88IBUR8  LBWIS. 

Cr. 

£     *.  d. 
Be  Clifton 500    0    0 


Ditto 


a        . 


.  406    0    0 


Ditto 100    0    0 

Interest  upon  the   two 
last  same     ....    15    5    0 


1021    5    0 
727    0    0 


Balance  in  my  favour   £294    5    0 


(Signed)       <<JoB5  O'Brxbn. 


«i>«rif|Jr«yl9,1862." 
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• 

The  defendants  alleged  that  they  did  in  the  course  of 
the  year  1852  duly  account  for  the  balance  in  an  aocoimt 
set  forth  in  the  answer.  The  answer  then  set  forth  tt 
great  length  and  particularly  the  circumstances  ondei 
which  the  defendants  were  employed  by  the  plainti£ 


Argnmenii 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Jessel  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  rule  was  now  well  settled  that,  except  under  m 
cimistances  which  did  not  exist  here,  a  solicitor  could  no 
take  or  receive  a  present  from  his  client  during  the  sol 
sistence  of  the  professional  relation,  or  while  the  influene 
which  the  rule  of  law  ascribed  to  a  solicitor  over  hi 
client  was  in  force.  This  was  now  the  settled  rule  < 
this  Court,  and  every  branch  of  the  Court  had  acted  o 
it.  In  this  case  there  were  also  the  additional  aicm 
stances  that  the  client  had  been,  during  the  time  li 
employed  the  defendants,  in  pecuniary  difficulties,  an 
also  that  the  money  which  he  had  alleged  to  have  mid 
a  present  of  was  never  in  his  hands,  but  had  beenretaine 
by  the  defendants.  In  all  the  cases  where  the  plainti 
had  failed  in  obtaining  the  relief  prayed  the  rule  wi 
admitted. 

In  Montesquieu  v.  Sandys  (a)  the  evidence  failed,  am 
the  rule  was  dismissed  without  costs.  In  the  Marqmi, 
Clanricarde  v.  Stenning  {b)  the  bill  was  dismissed  witlKHi 
costs  in  consequence  of  the  length  of  time  that  \d 
elapsed.  But  in  Gresley  v.  Mousley  (c)  relief  was  grintd 
after  the  lapse  of  eighteen  years.  Under  these  circuiD' 
stances  it  was  submitted  the  plaintiff  was  entitled. 

\Lord  Hardwicke  v.  Vernon  {d)  was  also  oited.] 


Mr.  Matins  and  Mr.  Brooksbank  for  the  defendants. 


(a)  18  Vea.  302. 
Qf)  30  Beav.  175. 


(c)  lGiff.450;8«c.4De0.ft 
J.  78. 

(d)  4  Vea.  411. 


Argument, 
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It  was  not  pretended  in  this  case  that  there  had  been        1862. 
107  fraud  or  conceahnent  on  the  part  of  the  defendants^      O^Bribn 
or  mistake  or  ignorance  on  the  part  of  the   plaintiff.       lewis. 
This  circumstance  distinguished  it  from  the  other  cases 
GdliDg  within  the  same  general  class.     Neither  had  there 
been  any  complaint  or  remonstrance  by  the  defendant 
hiring  nine  years^  but  on  the  contrary  he  had  habitually 
brawn  money  as  he  required  it  from  the  defendants^  and 
id  himself  furnished  an  account   in  his  own  hand- 
rriting,  in  which  the   retention  of   300/.   was   never 
aestioned.     There  had  been  uberrima  fides  on  the  part 
r  the  defendants. 

Where  this  course  of  dealing  with  full  knowledge  has 
een  acquiesced  in  during  a  long  period^  a  gift  by  a  client 
)  his  solicitor  is  not  void,  though  undoubtedly  it  will  be 
igarded  with  jealousy  by  this  Courts  and  a  satisfactory 
iplanation  required. 

In  Hatch  V.  Hatch  (a)  the  Court  set  aside  a  gift  from 
ward  to  her  guardian  under  the  special  circumstances 
I  that  case>  but  because  the  Court  was  not  satisfied  that 
was  made  upon  well-informed  consideration^  such  as 
u  abundantly  proved  here.  In  Harris  v.  Lord  Tre^ 
enheere  (6)  Lord  Eldon,  being  satisfied  that  there  had 
!en  no  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  said  {c\  "  I  cannot 
id  any  decision  authorizing  me  to  say  that  the  de- 
odant  should  not  have  taken  the  leases  [the  subject 
ttter  in  dispute]  as  the  pure  gift  of  his  employer ;"  and 
lun  he  said^  ^'  There  is  no  evidence  of  misrepresenta* 
m,  circumvention,  or  any  thing  improperly  leading  the 
itator  to  make  these  leases."  In  that  case  Lord  Eldon 
smissed  the  bill  impeaching  the  gift.  This  was  in 
ith  the  doctrine  on  which  this  Court  acted.  In  order 
set  aside  a  gift  of  this  kind  the  Court  must  hold  that 
)  fidmess  of  the  transaction  cannot  be  shown. 

(a)  9  Yes.  292.  {b)  15  Yes.  34.  {c)  lb.  8d« 
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1862. 


Argument, 


Judgnunt, 


In  Tomson  v.  Judge  (a)  Vice-Chancellor  Kindci 
Ignored  the  decision  in  Harris  v.  Tremenheeref  and  n 
on  the  language  in  Hatch  v.  Hatch. 

\_Houghton  v.  Houghton  (6),  C7(k>A«  v.  Lamotte 
Holmes's  Estate  (d),  Garrett  v.  Wilkinson  (e),were  alaocii 

The  Vick-Chancellob  : — 

This  suit  has  two  objects  [which  are  materially 
nected  with  each  other.  The  question  mainly  ar 
has  been  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  retain  the  si 
300/.  as  a  gift  or  present^  which  they  insist  was  pro] 
made  to  them  by  the  plaintiff  as  their  client.  The  < 
question  with  which  that  is  materially  connected  is 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  an  account  of  all  the  dea 
and  transactions  between  the  defendants  and  hi] 
during  the  time  they  acted  as  his  solicitors, 
plaintiff  seems  to  me  completely  to  have  establishe( 
case  upon  both  points.  During  the  argument  upoi 
question  whether  the  defendants  could  insist  upon 
sum  of  300/.  as  absolutely  given  to  them  by  their  cl 
the  plaintiff,  I  took  an  opportunity  of  calling  the  attei 
of  counsel  to  the  decided  cases,  and  to  the  rule  which 
clearly  laid  down  as  to  make  it  in  my  opinion  impos 
to  sustain  this  transaction  as  a  valid  gift.  It  is  nevei 
less,  after  the  many  observations  I  have  made  upoi 
subject,  needless  to  go  more  minutely  into  the  circ 
stances  which  seem  to]  me  to  make  this  gift  invalid, 
enough  to  say  now  that  it  was  a  transaction  allege! 
have  been  a  gift  which  took  place  during  the  subsists 
in  its  fullest  influence  of  the  relation  of  solicitor 
client.  And  although  it  is  called  a  gift,  it  has 
remarkable  feature,  that  the  money  which  was  the  sub 
of  the  transaction  never  was  in  the  hands  of  Uie  pUui 


(a)  2  Drew.  414. 
(»)  15  Beav.  278. 
(c)  15  Beav.  234. 


(d)  3  Giff.  337. 

(e)  2  De  G.  &  S.  244. 


Judgment, 
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togiVe.    The  gift  is  said  to  have  been  made  by  a  parol        ibg2. 
direction  to  the  solicitors  to  retain  it  as  a  present.  o*Bribn 

After  what  has  been  so  clearly  laid  down  in  this  j^ewis 
Courts  it  cannot  be  said  that  a  mere  parol  direction  of 
this  kind^  given  during  the  subsistence  of  the  relation 
between  solicitor  and  client^  can  amount  to  such  a  gift  or 
Rich  an  act  of  bounty  as  is  not  to  be  set  aside>  unless 
there  is  clear  evidence  of  circumstances  to  remove  that 
pressure  which  the  Court  always  presumes  where  the 
lelstion  of  solicitor  and  client  is  proved  to  exist.  There- 
fee,  upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff*  to 
ktve  that  sum  of  300/.  accounted  for  I  have  no  doubt 
whatever. 

With  reference  to  the  other  question— the  plaintiff's 
right  to  have  an  account  of  the  dealings  and  transac- 
tions between  him  and  the  defendants — the  case  is  equally 
dear  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  It  has  been  contended 
that  the  account  might  be  taken  under  a  different  jurisdic- 
tion, and  that  all  that  is  here  asked  in  a  long  and 
expensive  suit  might  hate  been  attained  by  a  short 
petition  at  the  Bolls.  But  it  has  never  yet  been  held  that 
tittt  the  summary  jurisdiction  at  the  Bolls  excludes  the 
t^ht  of  a  client  to  file  his  bill  against  his  solicitor,  and, 
where  there  have  been  pecuniary  transactions  between 
titem,  to  have  the  account  regularly  taken  between  them 
hj  the  Court  under  its  general  jurisdiction. 

The  plaintiff  having  succeeded  upon  both  points,  a 
great  deal  of  time  has  been  consumed  in  endeavouring  to 
^w  that  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  such,  and 
the  conduct  of  the  defendants  towards  him  so  liberal,  and 
that  the  whole  case  is  brought  before  the  Court  by  the 
plaintiff  under  such  circumstances,  as  that  if  the  Court 
ihonld  make  a  decree  in  his  favour  it  would  not  give  him 
the  costs  of  the  litigation.  Upon  the  question  of  costs 
t  referred  counsel  to  what  was  said  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
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1862.  the  case  of  Harris  v.  Lord  Tremenheere.  In  cas 
O'Brien  this  kind^  where  the  Court  has  to  decide  whethe 
Lewis.  S^^^  ^^  valid^  the  Court  acts  upon  the  high  ground  of  ] 
J  Ha^  t  P^^^y>  *^^  although  the  transaction  may  have  be 
reasonable  a  one  as  ever  was  entered  into^  and  alti 
the  motivefor  the  gift  may  have  been  natural  and  p 
yet  it  has  been  held  by  all  the  greatest  judges  i 
Court  that  upon  the  ground  of  public  policy  a  gift 
such  circumstances  shall  not  be  permitted  to 
The  question  having  to  be  disposed  of  upon  the  g 
of  public  policy,  the  right  to  costs  where  the  gift 
aside  follows  as  a  matter  of  course.  I  do  not  say  X 
some  cases  there  may  not  be  such  extraordinary  c( 
in  the  course  of  the  litigation,  or  in  the  mode  of  i 
the  question,  as  might  induce  the  Court,  in  the  ea 
of  that  discretion  which  it  always  reserves  to  its 
the  subject  of  costs,  to  make  some  modification  • 
strict  rule  '^that  the  defendant  is  in  that  case  to  p 
costs.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  present  case  to  i 
me  to  relax  that  rule  which  public  policy  requires 
observed,  and  the  defendants  must,  therefore,  pa 
costs  of  the  suit. 

Decree  for  a  general  account,  with  a  direction  th 
defendants  in  taking  such  account  were  not  to  be  al 
to  retain  300/. 
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18^. 

JDee,  11,   IS, 

PRICE  V.  LEY.  18, 14, 16,  and 

Feb.  15. 

',  1861,  the  plaintiff,  requiring  a  house  on  the  ^7®^^^» 

^^  «  •  ^        «  «  «  DfiUlfif  ft  108800 

list  of   Devonshire,   ascertained  that  the    de-  ofahoiue 
ad  a  suitable  house  for  sale  called  "  The  Hill,*'  purchMof 
imouth^    and    caused    a    Mr.   West  to  apply  JSTfeo  Smpio 
efendant  to  know  whether  he  would  let  the  andinhori- 

_  ,       ,  tanco  for 

In  answer  to  such  application  the  defendant  2600/.,  and 
[r.  Wert  the  Mowing  letter :-  ff^d'^, 

tract  to  pur- 
cbaso  to  the 
'^  The  Hill,  purduaor, 

"22nd  July,  1861.  SSS^^t^" 
'  Sir, — It  would  not  answer  my  purpose  to  let  ^^*^e 
1;    I    can   only  sell,  and  the  lowest  price  is  covenants  in 

*"  the  lease.    It 

appearing  that 
one-fourth  of 
the  property 

sequence  of  this  letter  the  plaintiff  went  to  see  ^"  leasehold, 

^  ^     ^  *  and  the  vendor 

e,  and   some   negociation  took   place   between  having 

the  defendant  about  the  price,  the  defendant  action  for  the 

to  take  less,  and  telling  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  ^^one;?!%n 

be  house  in  the  hands  of  a  Mr.  Cotton,  who  bin  filed  by 

1  '111  i»/vt«  •        ^         y    the  purchaser, 

there  would  be  no  diihculty  in  getting  2500/.  the  Court  set 
Mr.  West   then  obtained  from   Mr.    Cotton's  coL^a^t! 
copy  of   an  advertisement,  which  was  in  the      On  •bill to 

30'  asicio  ft 
;  terms : —  written  in- 

strument on 
the  ground  of 

:nmouth.  South  Devon.— To  be  sold,  with  im-  ^JJ^^'^paroi 
possession,  a  delightful  freehold  family  residence,  evidence  is 
ae  mile  of  the  railway  station,  standing  in  about  to  show  that 

di    1 /•  n  J  j«  .    such  Instru- 

a  hall    acres  ol    ground,  commanding  most  mentiscon- 

8  sea  and  land  views.      The    house    contains  ^""^^^be 

real  terms  of 

Irawing-room,  dining-room,  library,  eleven  bed-  the  contract, 

J         .  ,  and  that  It 

WO  dressing-rooms,  kitchen^  housekeeper^s^room,  ought  to  be 

set  aside. 


Statenuni, 
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1863.        pantry^  and  all  neceasary  domestic  offices ;  three-stallfld 

^P^^       stablci  double  and  single  carriage-housesj  hamess-rooin, 

^-  laundry^  and  loft  over;    good  yinery  and  garden:  ad- 

ditional  land  can  be  rented. — Apply  to  Mr.  W.  CottODi 

House  Agents  Teignmouth." 

The  plaintiff^  in  the  belief  that  the  property  was  fires- 
hold,  on  the  3 1st  July,  1861,  wrote  to  the  solidtonof 
his  trustees  the  following  letter : — 

^^  I  saw  the  other  day  a  house  at  Teignmonth  whkk 
would  suit  me,  but  it  is  for  sale,  and  not  to  be  1st 
I  suppose,  with  the  consent  of  our  trustees,  there  would 
be  no  particular  difficulty  in  altering  the  investment  of  t 
portion  of  the  trust  money  from  India  Five  per  Cents  to 
a  freehold  house,  stone-built  and  modern?  I  am  told  tlie 
title  is  good  and  simple.  A  line  by  return  of  post  will 
much  oblige 

"  Yours  very  truly, 

'^FOWLBB  B.  Pwci," 

The  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff's  trustees  having  infonnd 
the  plaintiff  that  the  trustees  would  advance  the  momuBjf 
the  plaintiff  wrote  to  Mr.  Cotton,  agreeing  to  puicbus 
the  house  at  the  sum  of  2500/.,  in  reply  to  which  Mb 
Cotton  begged  the  plaintiff  to  meet  the  defendant  at  flu 
Queen's  Hotel  on  the  6th  August,  in  order  to  settle  tb 
terms  of  the  purchase. 

The  5th,  6th,  and  7th  paragraphs  of  the  bill  were  i& 
the  following  terms : — 

^^  About  this  time  the  plaintiff  was  informed  bythi 
defendant  and  first  learnt  that  the  defendant  was  not 
aetually  seized  of  the  freehold  of  the  house,  but  that  be 
had  only  a  lease  or  an  agreement  for  a  lease  of  it  for  i 
short  term  of  years,  with  power  to  buy  and  require  a 
conveyance  of  the  freehold  from  his  lessor,  Mr.  William 
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tlake,  at  any  time  during  the  term.    The  defen-        isg3. 
^wever^  represented  himself  to  the  plaintiff  as       Pricb 
equity  the  freeholder,  and  as  being  able  and  as        j^^t. 
g  to  obtain  from  fi]ake>  and  to  convey  to  the 

the  legal  fee  simple  of  the  property,  and  the 
entered  into  and  continued  and  carried  on  nego- 
irith  the  defendant  on  the  faith  of  the  defendant's 
-esentations,  and  on  the  basis  of  an  understanding 
plaintiff  was  dealing  with  the  defendant  for  the 
\,  firom  the  defendant  alone,  of  the  fee  simple  of 
erty,  and  the  defendant  (believing  at  that  time 

Blake  had,  and  that  the  defendant  could  readily 
Grom  him,  a  good  title  to  the  fee  simple)  dealt  with 
itiff  on  the  basis  of  the  said  understanding,  and 
her  basis. 

plaintiff  and  the  defendant  negotiated  with  each 
r  the  purchase  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  sale  by  the 
it  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  property  at  the  price 
.,  to  be  paid  wholly  to  the  defendant,  and  it  never 
t  intention  of  either  of  them  that  the  plaintiff 
my  for  500/.,  or  for  any  other  sum,  merely  the 
it*8  rights  under  his  lease,  or  that  the  plaintiff 
>e  compelled  to  have  any  dealings  whatever  with 
ake.  The  plaintiff  never  would  have  entered 
{ly  into  any  contract  with  the  defendant  for  the 
B  merely  of  the  defendant's  interest  under  his 
agreement,  or  for  the  purchase  of  anything  lesg 
I  absolute  fee  simple  with  a  nuurketable  title,  and 
trustees  ought  to  accept,  and  no  proposal  was 
de  by  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  prior  to  the 
'of  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  August,  1861, 
[ler  set  forth,  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the 
nt  500i!.  or  any  other  sum  for  the  lease,  or  that 
Intiff  should  buy  the  freehold  from  Blake  for 
or  any  other  sum. 
the  6th  of  August,  1861,  the  plaintiff  met  tlie 
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1863.        defendant  and  Mr.  Cotton  at  the  Queen's  Hotel  afinrenidy 
Pbiob        Mr.  William  Pearce  Blake  (with  whom  the  plaintiff  hi 

j^^^  never  before  had  any  communication)  being  preeent  «k 
the  meeting.  Cotton  produced  the  written  agreement  ib 
sale,  and  handed  it  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff  wb 
had  no  legal  adviser  present,  having  satisfied  himself  flat 
the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  was  correctly  stated, 
signed  the  agreement  without  reading  it  throughout,  ia 
the  full  belief  that  it  expressed  accurately  the  undei^  i 
standing  and  intentions  of  the  pldntiff  and  defendant,  ai  j 
mentioned  in  the  5th  and  6th  paragraphs  of  this  bill,  uA  1 
that  it  did  not  contain  anything  contrary  to  such  undeN 
standing  and  intentions.  The  defendant  also  signed 
another  part  of  the  said  written  agreement. 
The  agreement  was  in  the  foUowing  terms:— 
^^  Articles  of  Agreement  made  this  6th  day  of  Augoit, 
1861,  between  James  Peard  Ley,  of  tne  Hill,  Teign- 
mouth,  in  the  County  of  Devon,  Esquire,  of  the  one 
part,  and  Fowler  Boyd  Price,  of  Parway,  Honiton,  rf 
the  other  part ;  whereas,  by  Articles  of  Agreement  dated 
the  13th  day  of  April,  1860,  and  made  between  Williim 
Pearce  Blake,  of  Ottery  Saint  Mary,  in  the  County  ol 
Devon,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  James  Peard  hejd 
the  other  part,  it  was  agreed  as  follows  (that  is  to  say):— 
The  said  William  Pearce  Blake  agreed  to  let,  and  flie 
said  James  Peard  Ley  agreed  to  take,  all  that  messuage 
or  dwelling-house  called  the  Hill,  with  the  lawn,  shrub* 
bery,  garden,  greenhouse,  coach-house,  and  stable  yardi 
thereunto  belonging,  and  other  the  hereditaments  tfan 
held  and  enjoyed  therewith,  situate  in  Woodway  Bead, 
in  the  Parish  of  East  Teignmouth,  in  the  sdd  Countj  of 
Devon,  and  then  late  in  the  occupation  of  William  Emeit 
de  VeuUe,  together  with  the  appurtenances  thereunto 
belonging  and  appertaining,  for  the  term  of  seven  yearSi 
to  be  computed  from  the  9th  day  of  May,  1860,  at  tlie 
yearly  rent  of  100/.,  payable  quarterly,  on  the  9th  daj 
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lat,  the  9th  day  of  November,  the  9th  day  of 
y,  and  the  9th  day  of  May  in  every  year,  the 
luch  quarterly  payments  to  be  made  on  the  9th 
lugust  then  next ;  that  the  said  William  Pearce 
lis  heirs  or  assigns,  would  on  or  before  the  9th 
^y  then  next  execute  a  lease,  if  required,  of  the 
elling-house,  hereditaments,  and  premises  to  the 
nes  Peard  Ley,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
for  the  term  and  at  the  rent  aforesaid,  to  be  pay- 
iforesaid.  That  in  the  said  lease,  to  be  granted 
said,  should  be  contained  covenants  on  the  part  of 
James  Peard  Ley,  his  executors,  administrators, 
gns,  to  pay  the  said  yearly  rent  as  the  same  should 
due  (save  and  except  so  long  as  the  said  premises 
become  uninhabitable  by  reason  of  accidental  fire). 

0  all  present  and  future  taxes,  rates,  assessments, 
er  outgoings  whatsoever  in  respect  of  the  said 
)  (except  land-tax  and  chief  rent,  and  landlord's 
r  tax).  And  also  (except  in  case  of  fire,  storm,  or 
)  to  well  and  substantially  repair,  and  keep  in  re- 
his  or  their  own  expense,  during  the  said  term, 
jvery  part  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  buildings, 
nises  so  agreed  to  be  demised,  together  with  the 

1  other  windows  and  fixtures  thereunto  belonging, 
buildings,  fixtures,  improvements,  and  additions 
ver  to  be  made  during  the  term,  external  repairs 
lepted.  And  also  not  to  underlet,  assign,  or  part 
{  possession  of  the  said  premises,  or  any  of  them, 
he  said  term  of  seven  years,  without  the  licence  or 
in  writing  of  the  said  William  Pearce  Blake,  his 
assigns,  first  obtained ;  nor  do,  or  suffer  to  be 
ly  act  whatsoever  for  increasing  the  rate  of  in- 
of  the  said  premises ;  nor  carry  on,  or  permit  to 
id  on,  on  the  said  premises  any  trade  or  business 
rer,  but  use  and  occupy  the  same  as  a  private 
[•house,  nor  permit  any  waste  on  the  said  pre- 
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mises ;  and  at  the  end  or  sooner  determination  of  the 
quietly  to  yield  and  deliver  up  possession  to  the 
William  Pearce  filake>  his  heirs  and  assigns,  of  th* 
dwelling-house  and  premises  agreed  to  be  demised 
all  future  erections  or  additions  to  or  upon  the 
together  with  all  the  fixtures  in  good  substantia 
tenantable  repair  and  condition  in  all  respects  (reasc 
use  and  wear  thereof  only  excepted).  And  that 
said  lease  so  to  be  granted  as  aforesaid  should  b 
tained  a  condition  authorizing  the  re-entry  of  th( 
William  Pearce  Blake,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  into  tb 
premises,  on  nonpajrment  of  the  said  yearly  rent,  i 
part  thereof,  for  the  space  of  twenty-one  days ;  or  i 
the  said  James  Peard  Ley,  his  executors  or  administa 
should  become  an  insolvent  debtor,  or  compound  wi 
or  their  creditors,  or  should  make  any  assignment  i 
benefit  of  his  or  their  creditors,  or  on  breach  of  all  \ 
of  the  covenants  so  to  be  contained,  on  the  part 
said  James  Peard  Ley,  his  executors,  administratoi 
assigns,  in  the  said  lease  agreed  to  be  granted  as 
said.  And  that  in  the  said  lease  should  also  be  con 
a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  the  said  William  Pearce  ] 
that  in  case  the  said  James  Peard  Ley,  his  execul 
administrators,  shall,  at  any  time  during  the  said  te 
seven  years,  be  desirous  of  purchasing  the  interest 
said  William  Pearce  Blake,  or  his  heirs,  in  th* 
dwelling-house,  hereditaments,  and  premises  so  agr 
be  demised,  then  the  said  William  Pearce  Blal^ 
heirs  or  assigns,  would  take  for  the  purchase  there 
sum  of  2000/.,  and  would  upon  payment  of  the  sam< 
at  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  person  or  persons  req 
the  same,  convey  and  assure  the  freehold  and  inhei 
in  fee  simple  expectant  on  the  determination  of  tb 
term  of  seven  years,  in  the  same  hereditaments  an 
mises,  unto  the  person  or  persons  so  paying  the  saii 
of  2000/.,  and  his,  her,  or  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
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lie,  she,  or  they  ehould  direct.  And  the  said  James  l^^* 
Petrd  Ley,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
tmtora,  thereby  agreed  with  the  said  William  Pearce 
filake,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  accept  such  lease  on  the 
terms  and  conditions  as  aforesaid,  and  execute  a  counter- 
pirt  thereof  when  required.  Now,  each  of  them  the  said 
James  Peard  Ley  and  Fowler  Boyd  Price,  so  far  as  re- 
lates to  the  acts  and  deeds  on  his  part  to  be  performed 
Ittreby  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administra- 
tes, agrees  with  the  other  of  them  as  follows  (that  is  to 
lay) :  The  said  James  Peard  Ley  shall  sell,  and  the  said 
Fowler  Boyd  Price  shall  purchase  at  the  sum  of  2500/., 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  James  Peard  Ley  immediately  after 
the  execution  of  these  presents,  the  benefit  of  the  said 
agreement^  and  of  all  covenants,  agreements,  and  stipula- 
tions therein  entered  into  with  the  said  James  Peard  Ley, 
and  of  all  the  remedies  to  be  taken  and  pursued  by  virtue 
ftereof ;  that  the  said  James  Peard  Ley  shall,  at  the  ex- 
fmse  of  the  said  Fowler  Boyd  Price,  do  all  necessary 
aeta  for  causing  the  said  William  Pearce  Blake  to  grant 
to  the  sidd  Fowler  Boyd  Price  the  lease  in  and  by  the 
laid  agreement  contained  to  be  granted  to  the  said  James 
i^aard  Ley ;  that,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  the 
laid  Fowler  Boyd  Price  shall  perform  all  the  covenants 
Hid  stipulations,  on  the  part  of  the  said  James  Peard  Ley, 
tontained  in  the  said  agreement,  and  shall  at  all  times  in- 
kmnify  him^  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  and 
lia  and  their  estate  and  effects,  from  all  actions,  suits, 
kmagea,  and  expenses,  by  reason  of  his  the  said  James 
Paard  Ley's  non-performance  thereof  respectively." 

The  nature  of  the  defendant's  interest  was  correctly  set 
mk  in  the  agreement.  At  the  foot  of  that  part  of  the 
greement  which  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  there  was 
rritten  in  pencil  by  Cotton  a  receipt  for  250/.,  as  a 
lapoait  of  10  per  cent  on  the  purchase-money  of  2500/., 
Bft  the  plaintiff  objected  to  pay  any  deposit  until  the  title 
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should  be  approved  of  by  his  solicitor.  Cotton  then  r 
ferred  to  the  defendant,  who  waived  the  claim  for 
deposit. 

The  11th  paragraph  of  the  bill  was  as  follows: — 
At  the  time  of  the  said  written  agreement  being  sigi 
as  aforesaid  some  conversation  took  place  between  1 
plaintiff  and  defendant  as  to  the  person  by  whom  1 
house  should  be  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff.     The  defend 
proposed  that  Blake  should  convey  the  freehold  direc 
to  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  to  the  defendant,  and  on 
plaintiff's   suggesting   that,   possibly   Blake    might 
fuse  to  convey  the  house  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defend 
replied,  '^  That  would  not  matter  to  you,  as  I  should  tl 
make  him  convey  to  me  by  the  power  contained  in 
lease,  and  I  would  convey  to  you.     It  would  entail 
enpense  of  an  extra  conveyance,  but  that  would  fall  nj 
me."    Ultimately  the  defendant  came  to  some  priv 
arrangement  with  Blake,  under  which  Blake  agreed  tl 
in  order  to  save  expense,  his  solicitors,  Messrs.  Ges 
Mountford,  &  Geare,  of  Exeter,  should,  on  the  def 
danfs  behalf,  furnish  the  necessary  abstract  of  the  ti 
direct  to  the  plaintiff^s  solicitors,  and  should  on  the  • 
fendant's  behalf  act  as  the  vendor's  solicitors,  and  t 
Blake  would,  on  receiving  2000/.  from  the  plaintiff,  o 
vey  the  fee  simple  to  the  plaintiff.     The  plaintiff  1 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  making  of  this  prit 
arrangement,  beyond  consenting  at  the  defendant's 
quest  that,  upon  a  good  title  being  shown,  and  a  conv< 
ance  of  the  fee  simple  being  made  to  him  by  Blake, 
would  pay  2000/.  of  this  purchase-money  to  Blake,  i 
oOO/.,  the  balance  thereof,  to  the  defendant. 

Shortly  after    the    agreement   had   been   signed  1 
plaintiff   sent  a  copy  of   it  to   his  solicitors.  Mess 
Bothamley  &  Freeman,  who  were  also  the  solicitors 
the  trustees  of  his  marriage  settlement,  when  they 
certained  that  the  written  instrument  did  not  carry  i 
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the  intention  of  the  parties.     They  immediately         1863. 
jd  the  plaintiff,  who  by  their  letter  first  became 
jf  the  fact,  and  they  also  wrote  to  the  defendant's 
rs  the  following  letter : — 
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"  39,  Coleman  Street, 

''  10th  August,  1861. 
;r  client,  Mr.  F.  B.  Price,  has  forwarded  to  us  an 
ent  for  purchase  of  premises  at  Teignmouth. 
^eement  is  not  correct.  Mr.  Price  is  to  pay 
to  Mr.  Blake^  and  500/,  to  Mr.  Ley ;  but  by  this 
ent  he  contracts  to  pay  Mr.  Ley  2500L  for  the 
of  the  agreement  with  M.  Blake.  This  is  clearly 
fiight,  which  we  shall  be  glad  to  have  corrected  at 


dswer  the  defendant's  solicitors  wrote  on  the  12th 
t  as  follows : — 

e  have  not  seen  this  agreement.  Mr.  Blake  is  to 
2000/.,   his  purchase-money   under  a  contract 

3th  April,  1860.  Mr.  Blake  informed  us  that  he 
receive  250/.  now  as  a  deposit,  and  in  part  pay- 

f  his  purchase-money." 

he  27th  of  August  the  defendant,  in  reply  to  a 
Brom  the  plaintifi^,  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
Qg  terms : — 

me  time  since  my  brother  wrote  to  me  for  the 
ent,  as  he  said  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  one 
your  solicitors  showed,  which  I  certainly  did  not 
until  I  heard  from  my  brother,  when  I  saw 
\d  agreed  to  pay  me  2500/.  for  my  interest  im- 
sly  on  the  signing  of  the  agreement  instead  of 
10  I  sent  it  up  to  be  altered ;  but  I  have  not  heard 
J  brother,  who  is  now  at  Ilfracombe.     I  did  not 
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18(»^        read  over  the  agreement  before  I  signed  it,  but  coih 
eluded  that  as  you  and  Cotton  had  done  so  it  mnst  be  all 
right ;  and  I  also  in  the  same  letter  wrote  to  know  if  ho 
would  take  the  hurdles  and  greenhouse  plants,  and  on  the 
29th  of  the  same  month  received  from  the  plaintiff  the 
letter  now  produced  and  shown  to  me,  and  marked  E; 
and  the  plaintiff  never  replied  to  or  noticed  that  part  of 
my   said  letter  of  the  27  th   August  relatmg    to  the 
mistake  in  the  said  agreement  between  us." 

The   15th   paragraph   of   the   plaintiff's  bill  waa  as 
follows : — 

The  plaintiff,  having  been  as  aforesaid  informed  bj 
his  solicitors  of  the  said  mistake  in  the  written  agre^ 
ment  of  the  6th  of  August,  1861,  met  the  defendast 
by  appointment  in  Exeter  on  the  29th  of  Augiuti 
1861,  and  called  his  attention  to  it.  The  defendant 
said  at  once  that  Cotton  had  made  a  great  mistaka 
The  plaintiff'  replied,  ^^  Though  there  has  been  a  mistake 
in  the  written  agreement,  our  intentions  are  umniatake- 
able,  I  look  to  you  and  to  you  only  for  a  good  title 
to  the  property.  The  aiTangement  between  Blake  and 
you  was  a  private  one  between  you  two,  to  save  tie 
expense  of  a  double  conveyance,  but  I  have  nothing  to 
do  with  it."  The  defendant  assented  to  the  plaintifffl 
statement,  and  inquired  when  the  plaintiff  would  take 
possession  of  the  house,  to  which  the  plaintiff  repM 
^Hhat  he  would  take  possession  as  soon  as  his  soUcitOEi^ 
advised  him  that  his  title  was  good." 

The  abstract  was  subsequently  delivered,  when  It  \ 
appeared  that  assuming  Mr.  Blake's  title  to  three  fonrA 
parts  of  the  premises  to  be  good  he  had  only  a  leaie- 
hold  interest  in  the  remaining  one  fourth  pari  Tki  ^ 
objection  having  been  taken,  and  both  Mr.  Blake  andtb 
defendant  having  unsuccessfully  attempted  to  cure  it|  ih 
plaintiff  on  the  31st  October,  1861,  gave  the  defSni^ 
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unless  a  good  title  should  be  shown  within 
le  should  rescind  the  contract.  The  defendant 
i  to  remedy  the  defect,  on  the  6th  December 
gave  the  defendant  notice  that  the  contract 
led  and  that  he  would  not  proceed  further 
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idant  thereupon  brought  an  action,  claiming 
aration  600/.,  and  furnishing  the  following 
3f  demand: — 

August  6.  £     s.  d. 

oney  for  sale  of  the  benefit  of  an 
lent  relating  to  The  Hill,  Teign- 

500  0  0 
r's  rent  for  the  said  premises,  due 
^vember,  1861,  and  paid  by  plaintiff  25  0  0 
1  John  Horrell,  the  gardener,  at 
Euit's  request,  seventeen  weeks, 
.st  September  to  29th  December, 
It  18«.  a-week  15    6    0 

as  per  list  and  valuation)  sold  and 
'ed  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  16    3    6 

£556    9    6 


le  plaintiff  will  seek  also  to  recover  these  sums 
money  counts.  And,  take  notice,  that  the 
loney  sought  to  be  recovered  under  the  first 
5  sum  of  500/.  only,  the  sum  of  2500/.  having 
ed  in  the  agreement^by  mistake,  instead  of  the 
'  500/." 

Qtiff  appeared  to  the  action,  and  pleaded  legal 
ble  pleas,  to  which  the  defendant  demurred, 
murrers  were  allowed  on  the  points  of  law. 
lleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  advised  that  he 
no  adequate  protection  at  law,  and  withdrew 
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25|2i,  '^^^  ^^11  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  never  agreed  to  pay 

the  wages  of  the  defendant's  gardener,  and  only  agreed 
to  take  the  plants  provided  the  purchase  of  the  hoose  wu 
Statement.  <5^™pl6ted,  or  to  pay  rent  for  the  house  except  bo  fer  is 
the  written  agreement  contained  such  stipulation.  There 
was  in  truth  and  equity  nothing  due  from  the  plaintiff 

The  23rd,  24th,  and  25th  paragraphs  of  the  bill  were 
as  follows: — 

'^  The  written  agreement  of  the  6th  of  August,  1861, 
was  entered  into  and  executed  by  the  plaintiff  under  the 
circumstances  and  with  the  intention  hereinbefore  stated, 
and  not  otherwise.  The  plaintiff's  only  object  in  entering 
into  it  was  that  he  might  obtain  a  conveyance  of  the  fte 
simple  at  the  price  of  2500/.,  and  it  never  was  intendei 
either  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  the  defendant,  that  ik 
plaintiff  should  pay  the  defendant  500/.  or  any  other  emi 
merely  for  the  defendant's  equitable  right  to  havealeirf 
from  Blake,  or  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  either  to  ^ 
defendant  or  to  Blake  any  money  at  all  until  a  good  title 
had  been  shown  and  a  valid  conveyance  had  been,  made: 
to  him  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  premises. 

*^  The  defendant  and  Blake  have  not,  nor  has  either  of 
them,  and  they  cannot,  nor  can  either  of  them,  make  or 
acquire  a  good  title  to  the  ice  simple  of  the  premiies; 
and,  therefore,  even  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  take  a  lettt, 
of  the  premises  from  Blake,  he  would  be  unable  to  acquiiti 
the  fee  simple,  and  would  not  receive  the  consideratiot 
he  bargained  for,  or  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
500/.  or  any  other  money  he  might  pay  the  defendant 
under  the  agreement ;  and  if  the  agreement  were  reforaed 
according  to  the  true  intention  of  the  parties  as  bereia* 
before  stated  the  defendant  would  be  unable  specificallf 
to  perform  the  same. 

"  The  plaintiff  has  incurred  heavy  costs  and  expeai^ 
in  relation  to  the  said  agreement  of  the  6th  August,  1861f 
and  to  the  said  action,  and  he  has  been  put  to  great 
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expense  in  providing  himself  with  a  residence  instead  of        ^ij03. 

tbt  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell  him,  and  he  has 

beea  otherwise  injured  by  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to 

JODYey  or  procure  a  conveyance  to  him  of  the  freehold     statement. 

)f  the  said  house  and  premises  agreed  to  be  sold. 

The  bill  prayed  as  follows — 

That  the  said  written  agreement  of  the  6th  of  August, 
.861,  may  be  declared  null  and  void  and  no  longer 
inding  on  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  and  that  it  may  be 
lelivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  agree- 
lent  is  not  null  and  void,  or  ought  not  to  be  cancelled, 
lien  that  the  said  agreement  maybe  reformed  in  accordance 
lib  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties,  and  that 
;  may  thereby  be  made  an  agreement  by  the  defendant 
>  sell  and  by  the  plaintiff  to  buy  the  fee  simple  in  pos- 
Msion  of  the  said  house  and  premises  at  the  price  of 
500L,  on  a  good  title  thereto  and  conveyance  thereof 
•eing  made  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  a  specific 
performance  may  be  decreed  of  the  agreement  so 
eformed. 

The  bill  also  prayed  for  an  injunction. 

The  defendant  in  the  14th  and  15th  paragraphs  of  his 
iffidavit  alleged  as  follows : — 

14.  No  private  understanding  was  come  to  between  me 
ind  the  said  Mr.  Blake  on  or  afler  signing  the  said 
igreement  of  the  6th  day  of  August  last,  but  after  the 
wne  was  signed  the  plaintiff  asked  for  the  names  of  the 
Mod  Mr.  Blake's  solicitors,  and  was  informed  by  him  they 
were  Messrs.  Geare  &  Co.,  of  Exeter. 

15.  I  deny  that  the  plaintiff  on  the  29th  day  of 
August  last  called  my  attention  to  the  mistake  in  the 
igreement  as  alleged  in  the  12  th  paragraph  of  his  said 
>fidavit,  or  that  I  have  admitted  there  was  any  mistake 
fttrein,  except  the  insertion  of  the  sum  of  2500/.  instead 
^  500/. ;  but  I  say  that,  though  I  had  written  to  the 
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plaintiff  on  the  27th  day  of  August  last  offering  to 
amend  the  said  agreement  as  before  stated,  the  defendtat 
neither  in  writing  nor  verbally  to  me  ever  alluded  in  any 
way  to  the  said  mistake,  and  I  therefore  supposed  my 
offer  to  amend  was  satisfactory  to  him,  and  I  have  not 
since  seen  or  heard  from  him. 


Argumenu        Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  T.  Wright  for  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  quite  clear  the  written  instrument  fails  to  expreM 
the  intention,  which  was,  that  the  plaintiff  should  puroiiili 
the  estate  for  2500/.  There  was  no  stipulation  as  to  tide^ 
and  the  purchaser  was  therefore  entitled  to  have  a  good 
title  made  to  the  property:  Ogilvie  v.  Foljamle{a)i  and, 
therefore,  even  admitting  the  contract  was  binding,  it  mnal 
be  rescinded  on  the  question  of  title :  Broome  v.  Monek{l), 
Here  the  real  agreement  was  perfectly  clear,  that  tin 
plaintiff  should  purchase  the  fee  simple  and  inheritanee 
of  the  property ;  but  where  a  plaintiff  has  contracted  for 
the  freehold  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  take  a  term  of  yean 
instead,  however  long :  Drewe  v.  Corp  {c) :  or  a  copyhold: 
Ayles  V.  Cox  (d) :  nor,  having  contracted  for  the  entirety, 
to  take  undivided  parts  of  the  estate :  Dalby  y.  PuJlen  (e). 
In  West  V.  JoneB  (f)  Lord  Cranworth  said,  (j)  even  where 
a  misrepresentation  is  made  in  the  most  entire  good  hsAt 
if  it  be  made  in  order  to  induce  another  to  act  upon  % 
or  under  circumstances  in  which  the  party  making  it  ntfj 
reasonably  suppose  it  will  be  acted  on,  then  primd  fiA 
the  party  making  the  representation  is  bound  by  it  n 
between  himself  and  those  he  has  thus  misled,  [f^ 
Attorney'  Oeneral  v.  Stephens  {h)  was  also  cited.] 


(a)  3  Mer.  53. 

(b)  10  Ves.  697,  608. 
(e)  9  Yes.  368. 

d)  18  Beav.  23. 


(e)  3  Sim. 29;  a.G.lR.*IL 
296. 
(/)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  205. 
(g)  Ibid.  208. 
{h)  lK.kJ.  724. 
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iwAgaie,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the 
It. 

»ill  really  asks  to  set  aside  the  Statute  of  Frauds^ 
educing  a  term  in  the   agreement  that  Blake 
tnake  a  good  title.     This  was  no  part  of  the 
agreement^  and  could  not  be  added :   The  Mar^ 
rownshend  v.  Stangroom  (a),  Woollam  v.  Steam  (i). 
arte*  v.  Fitton  (c)  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden  laid 
clearly  (rf)  that  the  Court  could  not  decree  specific 
lance  of  an  agreement  with  a  variation  of  a  term^ 
parity  of  reasoning,  it  could  not  add  a  term  in  order 
I  the  agreement  impossible  to  perform.    Again :  this 
oold  not^  consistently  with  the  Statute  of  Frauds^ 
sm  existing  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  and  carry 
execution  when  rectified^  even  though  the  mistake 
Imitted  ^by    the    answer:    Attornet/^ General   v. 

'tin  V.  Py croft  (/);  London  and  Birmingham 
/  Company  v.  Winter  {g) ;  Bartlett  v.  Salmon  (A); 
gden  V.  tf  P.,  204  (Ed.  13),  were  also  cited.] 


1808. 


A  rgumtnt. 


Baeon^on  the  same  side. 

«  is  a  clear  distinction  between  fraud  and  mistake. 
I  case  it  was  admitted  that  there  was  no  fraud, 
was  there  any  mistake  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
tiis  i^eement  set  aside  ?  The  only  mistake  was, 
•002.  was  mentioned  as  the  purchase-money  instead 
I  This  cannot  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  relief  in  this 
The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  relief  in  equity ; 
s  not  seek  specific  performance.  He  does  not  ask 
ML;  but  the  plaintiff  asks  the  Court  to  declare 
e  has  not  entered  into  any  agreement  whatever. 


Vet.  328. 
Yu.  211. 
Dr.  k  W.  325. 
bid.  232. 


(tf)  1  Y.  &  Coll.  (Ex.)  550. 
(/)  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  785. 
(g)  Craig,  k  P.  57. 
(k)  8  De  G.  M.  k  G.  33. 
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The  plaintiff's  case  is^  that  the  erroneous  iifsertion  of  a 
sum  is  to  make  an  agreement  void,  though  the  defendaat 
does  not  seek  to  profit  by  the  mistake.  Upon  the  tenu 
of  the  agreement  the  plaintiff  reserved  to  lumself  liie 
right  either  to  buy  the  fee  or  not.  But  upon  a  contnet 
to  purchase  an  agreement  for  a  leaae^  which  was  dui 
agreement^  there  is  no  implied  condition  that  the  lesnr 
shall  make  a  good  title :  Kintrea  v.  PenUn  (a).  Hie 
plaintiff  really  purchased  the  benefit  of  the  defendaoA 
agreement.     On  that  point  the  agreement  is  quite  dear. 


Mr.  Maliru  in  reply. 

The  defendant  is  attempting  to  force  on  the  pluntiffi 
lease  for  five  years  at  a  rack-rent^  at  a  premium  of  50tt 
The  defendant  brought  Blake  to  meet  the  plaintiff,  aaij 
thereby  gave  him  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  intention  to  hqr 
the  freehold.  No  doubt,  the  contract  ultimately  agDaij 
was  originally  prepared  with  a  view  of  selling  the  letN;j 
but  the  defendant,  finding  a  difficulty  in  so  sellings; 
changed  his  plan  and  advertised  the  freehold  for  8ll^: 
As  to  the  difference  between  the  sums  of  2500/.  and  500tt^ 
it  was  a  simple  question  of  apportionment  between  Lef  i 
and  Blake,  with  which  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  dik 
The  letter  of  the  plaintiff  to  Cotton  of  the  3rd  Augurt 
concluded  the  negotiation,  and  the  agreement  of  the  (tt. 
August  was  merely  to  put  that  letter  into  formal  tenafc ; 
There  was  no  intention  of  entering  into  a  new  contzaci 
The  first  suggestion  about  a  contract  for  500/.  came  (A 
the  12th  October,  1861. 

It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  wil 
entitled  to  a  decree. 


Judgment. 


The  VICE-CHANCELLOR  : — 

In  this  case  the  bill  prays  that  the  agreement  in  writing 
of  the  6th  August,  1861,  may  be  declared  null  and  ?o^ 


(a)  1  H.  &  N.  367. 
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lie  alternative  in  the  prayer,  which  seeks  to  have  the 
litten  agreement  reformed,  seems  wholly  unsustainable. 
t  the  date  of  the  agreement  it  appears  that  the  de- 
ndant  had  no  other  title  to  the  house  and  grounds  which 
ere  the  subject  of  it  than  an  agreement  with  a  Mr. 
lake  for  a  lease,  which  was  to  contain  a  covenant  by 
lake  to  sell  to  the  defendant,  if  he  should  desire  it,  the 
s  simple  and  inheritance  for  the  sum  of  2000/.  Ac- 
rding  to  the  written  agreement  between  the  plaintiff 
id  the  defendant  it  is  very  clearly  expressed  that  the 
iintiff  agreed  to  pay  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  2500/. 
r  the  mere  benefit  of  the  defendant's  agreement  with 
lake. 

But  the  defendant  does  not  now  insist  on  a  right  to 
oeive  the  whole  2500/.,  which,  according  to  the  clear 
K^age  of  the  agreement,  ought  to  be  paid  to  him.  He 
dy  demands  500/.  as  due  to  him  under  the  agreement. 
B  the  other  hand  the  plaintifi*  says  that  what  he  agreed 
» purchase  from  the  defendant,  and  what  the  defendant 
ipreed  to  sell,  was  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  for  the 
rice  of  2500/.  This,  therefore,  is  a  case  in  which  both 
irties  seek  to  depart  from  the  exact  terms  of  the  written 
peement. 

For  the  defendant  it  has  been  argued  that  parol  evi- 
loce  is  not  admissible  in  a  suit  to  rescind  a  written 
greement  in  any  case  except  where  relief  is  sought 
ii  the  ground  of  fraud.  But  it  is  clearly  established 
bat  where  relief  is  sought  on  the  ground  of  mistake 
^surprise,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that 
k  written  agreement  is  contrary  to  the  real  terms  of 
k  contract,  and  therefore  that  the  written  agreement 
night  to  be  rescinded. 

In  the  case  of  Calverhj  v.  Williams  {a),  Lord  Thurlow 
dd  that  if  it  were  proved  that  one  party  thought  he 
•d  purchased  bond  fide  what  the  other  thought  he 
ad  not  sold,  it  was  a  ground  to  set  aside  the  contract. 

(a)  1  Vc«.  211. 


25  f 


1863. 


Judgment, 
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And  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  in  the  case  of  Clawei  y.  jS^ 
ginson  (a),  speaking  of  Lord  Thurlow's  opinion  on  tUi 
pointy  states  also,  as  the  view  of  Sir  William  Grant,  thi 
the  consequence  of  such  a  mistake  would  be  thatil 
reality  there  was  no  agreement^  but,  the  parties  nus* 
understanding  each  other,  the  one  propoung  to  buy  oni 
thing,  the  other  to  sell  another,  a  contract  so  framed  ift 
mistake  cannot  consistently  with  justice  be  executed. 

In  the  present  case  the  mistake  is  proved  as  cleailjf 
by  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  as  by  that  of  the 
plaintiff.  There  is  set  forth  in  the  defendant's  affidavit 
the  contents  of  his  own  letter  to  the  plaintiff  of  tb 
24th  August,  1861,  in  which  he  says,  '^  Some  tiiiil 
since  my  brother  wrote  to  me  for  the  agreement,  as  be 
said  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  one  which  your  Bolicitoil| 
showed,  which  I  certainly  did  not  remark  until  I  heail 
from  my  brother,  where  I  saw  you  had  agreed  to  pay  ne 
2500/.  for  my  interest  immediately  on  the  signing  tb 
agreement,  instead  of  500/. ;  so  I  sent  it  up  to  be  altered.* 
It  therefore  appears  that  the  defendant  himself  admitted 
that  there  had  been  a  mistake  in  the  written  agreemrai 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  evidence  proves  ^ 
the  wrttten  agreement  contains  a  mistake   as  to  tke. 
subject  matter  of  the  contract.     By  the  plaintiff's  letter 
of  the  3rd  August  he  distinctly  offered   to  buy  the 
freehold  and  inheritance  for  the   sum  of  2500il    Ihe 
meeting  of  the  6th  August,  at  which  the  written  cob* 
tract  was  signed,  took  place  on  the  acceptance  of  thii 
offer.     There  is  no  evidence  on  either  side  of  any  tres^ 
or  offer  by  the  defendant  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  for  5001 
the  benefit  of  his  agreement  with  Blake.     Through  tb 
whole  negotiation  the  treaty  was  for  the  purchase  andeik 
of  the  freehold  and  fee  simple.     The  advertisement  byAe 
defendant's  agent  for  the  sale  of  the  property  described 
it  as  freehold.      This,  therefore,  is  a  case  in  which  the 
mistake  in  the  written  contract  is  proved  by  irrefiwgshle 


(a)  1  V.  &  B.  m. 
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ince.     By  this  mistake  the  contract  is  vitiated  and        t^^« 
t  to  be  set  aside.     All  the  arguments  for  the  de- 
mts  founded  on  cases  where  the  bill  prayed  for 
fie  performance^  are  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  ques-     jy^IZ^^i 
in  this  cause. 

the  case  of  Martin  v.  Pycroft  (a)  there  was  a  corn- 
agreement  in  writing  for  granting  a  lease  for  a  term 
in  at  a  certain  rent^  and  with  certain   covenants, 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  proceeded  on  the 
ad  that  an  agreement  by  parol  to  pay  200/.  as  a 
ium  for  such  a  lease  was  no  ground  for  refusing 
fie  performance  of  the  written  agreement  for  the 
,  where  the  plaintiff  submitted  by  his  bill  to  pay 
200/.     That  case  introduced  no  new  principle  as  to 
idmissibility  of  parol  evidence,  and  it  has  no  applica- 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to   set  aside  an 
ement  on  the  ground  of  mistake,  or  fraud,  or  sur-* 
\*     To  sanction  the  right  to  set  aside  an  agreement 
mj  of  those  grounds  parol  evidence  is  in  most  cases 
itial.     But  where  specific  performance  is  asked  the 
rt  has  a  discretion  which  is  not  permitted  where  it  is 
id  upon  to  set  aside  an  instrument  on  the  ground  of 
ake,  or  fraud,  or  surprise. 

JB  the  plaintiff  has  in  this  case  proved  by  unques- 
able  evidence  that  there  is  a  mistake  in  essential 
8  of  the  written  agreement,  he  is  entitled  to  a 
«e  to  have  it  set  aside.  It  is  necessary  that  the 
'ce  should  also  deal  with  the  judgment  which,  under 
authority  of  this  Court,  was  given  by  the  plaintiff 
be  action  at  law.  It  is  needless  to  inquire  whether 
plaintiff  could  or  could  not  have  sustained  his 
itable  plea  in  the  action  at  law.  As  the  jurisdic- 
npon  the  equitable  question  was  properly  transferred 
Ids  Court,  and  the  agreement  is  here  set  aside,  the 
«r  course  seems  to  be  to  direct  that  satisfaction  be 
fed  on  the  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant  pay  to 

(a)  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  785. 
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the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  this  suit  and  of  the  motioni  to 
far  as  the  costs  at  law  have  not  been  already  disposed  of 
by  the  court  of  law.  The  first  part  of  the  decree  mmt 
declare  that  the  memorandum  of  agreement  of  6th 
August,  1861 9  is  not  valid  and  binding,  and  ought  to  be 
set  aside :  and  decree  the  same  accordingly. 


1S62. 

Dee,  9. 

Where  the 
draft  of  a  pro- 
posed settle- 
ment in  con- 
templation of 
the  marriage 
of  an  infant 
ward  of  Court 
containing  a 
covenant  to 
settle  after- 
acquired 
property,  but 
no  proYision 
as  to  a  second 
marriage,  was 
approved  by 
the  intended 
htisband  but 
never  exe- 
cuted, though 
a  post-nuptial 
settlement  in 
different  terms 
was  exe- 
cuted, 
the  Court 
Taried  the 
latter  settle- 
ment by 
adding 
the  covenant 
as  to  aitcr- 
acqnired 
property. 


Re  HOARE'S  TRUSTS. 

TRUSTEE  RELIEF  ACTS- 

ijY  an  order  made  on  the  application  of  Sir  J.  H# 
Lethbridge,  the  dividends  of  certain  property  bequeathei 
to  his  children  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  him  for  thdr 
maintenance  and  education  during  their  minoritieSj  of 
until  further  order. 

This  order  was  relied  on  as  constituting  the  childrea. 
wards  of  Court. 

The  share  in  the  trust  funds  belonging  to  Julia^  one  of  ^ 
the  infant  daughters,  consisted  of  2159/.  18«.  3(f.  Bask 
Annuities  and  a  small  sum  of  cash. 

On  the  28th  January,  1860,  Major  H.  Walker,  wko 
was  about  to  marry  Miss  Julia  Lethbridge,  at  the  reqaeit 
of  Sir  John  Lethbridge  wrote  to  his  solicitors  begging 
that  they  would  make  arrangements  for  settling  the 
money  belonging  to  the  lady  conjointly  on  her  and  himselC 
On  the  2 1st  February,  1860,  a  draft  settlement  containiog 
the  following  covenant  for  the  settlement  of  the  ladjV 
subsequently-acquired  property  was  sent  to  M»j*'- 
Walker: — And  it  is  hereby  agreed  and  declared  that  if 
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odd  Julia  Decima  Lethbridge  now  is,  and  if  after  the        186S. 
intended  coverture  she  or  the  said  Hercules  Walker    Be  Hoakb's 
er  right  shall  become  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled  to        «^»t8. 

Tkusteb 

real  or  personal  estate  of  the  value  of  200/.  or  Rblxbfacts 
^arda  for  any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever,"  except  statement. 
ds,  &c.,  which  it  was  thereby  agreed  and  declared 
lid  belong  to  the  said  Julia  D.  Lethbridge  for  her 
jrate  use,  ^Hhen  and  in  every  such  case  the  said 
cules  Walker  and  Julia  Decima  Lethbridge,  and  all 
sr  necessary  parties,  shall  at  the  costs  of  the  trust 
niaes,  as  soon  as  circumstances  will  permit,  and  to  the 
ifiiction  of  the  trustees  or  trustee  hereof,  convey, 
pi,  and  assure  the  said  real  and  personal  property  to, 
itherwise  cause  the  same  to  be  invested  in  the  said 
tees  or  trustee  hereof,*'  upon  the  trusts  therein 
ared. 

»n  the  9th  March,  1860,  Major  Walker  returned  the 
t  without  having  raised  any  objection.     The  marriage 

solemnised  from  the  house  of  Sir  J.  Lethbridge  on 
16th  March,  1860,  with  the  consent  of  Sir  J.  Leth- 
Ige,  the  young  lady  being  then  eighteen  years  of  age, 
no  settlement  was  executed  on  that  occasion.  Shortly 
rwards  Major  Walker  requested  the  trustees  to  trans- 
tfae  fhnds  into  his  wife's  name,  but  they  refused  on 
ground  that  Sir  J.  Lethbridge  had  consented  to  the 
xiage  on  the  faith  of  the  settlement  which  had  been 
lOved.  In  the  May  subsequent  the  trustees  paid  the 
d  into  court,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Trust  Relief 
I 

Thk  the  7th  February,  1861,  a  post-nuptial  settlement 
fte  fom  of  21592.  18s.  Sd.  stock  was  executed  by 
|Qr  Walker.  It  contained  the  ordinary  provisions  for 
I  settlement  of  personalty  on  marriage,  but  made  no 
iriaon  for  the  children  of  Mrs.  Walker  by  any  future 
Amd;  neither  did  it  contain  a  covenant  by  Major 
ilkar  to  settle  his  wife's  after-acquired  property. 
^  IT.  8 
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iMo.  Major  and  Mm.  Walker  and  the  trufiteee  then  preientol 

Hb  HoABB'fl  ft  petition,  praying  for  payment  out  of  court  to  Aft 
TautTB.      trustees  of  the  above  sum  of  stock. 

TausTBV 

Rbuxvacts.  Upon  that  petition  coming  on^  on  the  Ist  March,  1861, 
Mtaumint.  *^  Order  was  made  directing  the  chief  clerk  to  inquirt 
whether  any  and  what  settlement  of  the  fortune  of  tin 
infant  had  been  made,  and  if  so,  whether  according  to  ttf 
and  what  antenuptial  agreement  for  a  settlement,  ml 
whether  any  and  what  further  or  other  settlement  01 
to  be  made. 

On  the  10th  July,  1862,  the  chief  clerk  certified 
the  post-nuptial  settlement  of  the  7di  February,  1 
had  been  executed  by  Major  Walker  and  the 
which  comprised  the  fund  in  court,  and  the  other 
of  the  lady,  which  was  reversionary ;  that  there  had 
no  ante*nuptial  agreement  for  a  settlement;  dut 
Walker  was  entitled  to  certain  legacies,  and  to  a  sum 
money  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  a  lady  deceased ; 
that  **  a  further  settlement  ought  to  be  made  of  the 
perty  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  the  7th  Feb: 
1861;  and  of  all  other  the  real  and  personal  proper^ 
or  to  which  Mrs.  Walker,  at  the  time  of  her 
was  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled,  and  of  any  pro; 
either  real  or  personal,  of  which  she,  or  Major  Walkff 
her  right,  might,  at  any  time  during  coverture, 
seised,  possessed,  or  entitled,  of  the  value  of  200L 
upwards,  and  that  such  settlement  should  include  thi 
the  children  of  Mrs.  Walker  by  any  future  husbaadi 
well  as  the  children  of  the  existing  marriage,  and  to 
in  such  form  as  should  be  approved  by  the  Court** 

Sir  John  Lethbridge,  who  had  liberty  to  attend 
proceedings  in  chambers,  now  moved  to  vary  the 
cate,  by  striking  out  the  words,  **  there  was  ilbt  any 
nuptial  agreement  for  a  settlement,''  and  substi 
'^  there  was  an  ante-nuptial  agreement  for  settling  iU 
property  of  the  said  Julia  Decima  Walker.** 
Major  Walker  and  his  wife  also  moved  to  vaiy  A* 
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:e,  by  striking  out  that  part  of  the  certificate  2^^ 

und  that  a  further  settlement  ought  to  be  made  li»  Hoarb's 

fife's  property,  and  substituting  for  those  words  tkustbb 

tirther  settlement  ought  io  be  made  thereof.  RsLiEFAcTi. 


Iraiff  and  Mr.  Hoare  appeared  for  the  trustees. 

falins  and  Mr.  Piggotty  for  Major  Walker,  sub- 
iiat  there  had  been  no  ante-nuptial  agreement  on 
;  of  the  husband  to  execute  any  settlement,  and 
5,  to  that  extent,  the  certificate  was  wrong.  A 
^tial  settlement  executed  in  the  absence  of  any 
^tial  agreement  would  be  voluntary,  and  therefore 
inst  creditors.  In  Warden  v.  Jones  (a),  affirmed 
al  (&),  it  was  held  that,  where  even  there  had 
mrol  agreement  for  a  settlement,  a  settlement  of 
's  property  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement  was 
y,  and  void  against  the  husband's  creditors. 
^  was  a  distinction  between  cases  where  the 
the  property  of  the  wife  was  in  court  to  the 
f  the  infant  before  the  marriage,  and  those  cases 
;  was  paid  in  after  the  marriage,  as  here :  where 
ey  is  in  court  the  infant  remains  under  the  care 
Court  even  after  she  attains  twenty-one :  Austen 
y{c). 

5  absence  of  any  agreement  to  the  contrary  the 
I  trust  ought  to  be  in  favour  of  the  husband: 
^  Taggart  (d)  overruling  the  decision  of  Vice- 
lor  Parker  (e). 

iaeon  and  Mr.  Springall  Thompson  for  Sir  J.  H. 
dge. 

•  quite  clear  this  lady  was  a  ward  of  court :  Re 
StUUment  (/),  Ex  parte  Starkie  (y),  and  the  fact 

Btav.  4S7.  (e)  5  De  G.  Ic  S.  40;  Me  also 

•  6.  &  J.  76.  Qent  y.  Harrii^  10  Harei  883. 
.  k  8. 133,  note.  ( /)  3  K.  &  J.  213. 

«  6.  M.  &  G.  286.  {£)  3  Sim.  339. 

S  2 
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1863.        that  her  father  was  liying  did  not  interfere  with  the  jir 

Me  HoAKB*!  diction  of  the  Court :  Butler  v.  Freeman  (a).    The  fil 

'      of  a  bill  on  behalf  of  an  in&nt  is  enoueh  to  make 
Trustbb      .  "^ 

RblxbfActs.  infant  a  ward  of  court;  because  the  Court  would  1 
Argument.     ^^^  ^^^^  ^  proper  settlement  was  made. 

Suppose  even  that  no  agreement  had  in  &ct 
entered  into,  still  the  Court  would  insist  that  the  hue 
should  execute  a  proper  settlement :  Martin  v.  JFoite 
but  a  proper  settlement  would  necessitate  a  promo 
settling  the  after-acquired  property  of  the  wife,  i 
provision  for  the  children  of  a  second  marriage. 


Judgment. 


The  Vice-chancellor: — 

As  to  the  provision  in  the  case  of  a  second  marn 
do  not  think  it  can  be  maintained.  The  marriag 
contracted  by  the  husband  on  the  faith  of  the  draft  i 
ment,  and  by  that  he  is  bound,  but  no  further. 

This  case  comes  within  the  principle  laid  doi 
Lonff  Y.  Longic),  by  Sir  John  Leach,  and  in  Aiu 
HaUeyhj  Lord  Eldon,  and  upon  that  principle  the< 
is  bound  to  secure  the  interest  of  this  lady. 

In  Long  v.  Long  the  Court  went  further  than 
necessary  to  go  in  this  case,  because  in  this  cas 
marriage  having  taken  place  on  the  faith  of  the  i 
ment  which  was  prepared  in  draft  and  approved  b 
intended  husband,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  Court  e 
require  any  provision  to  be  added  to  the  settlemc 
to  the  children  of  a  future  marriage.  In  this  re 
therefore,  the  settlement  executed  will  not  be  v 
The  order,  therefore,  will  be  made  on  the  motion  tc 
the  chief  clerk's  certificate. 

The  chief  clerk  was  right  in  finding  that  there  w 
agreement  for  a  settlement,  because  the  marriage 
place  after  the  draft  settlement  had  been  shown  t 
intended  husband,  and   he   raised  no  objection  t 

(a)  Ambler,  301.      {b)  7  De  G.  M.  k  G.  08.       (c)  2  S.  &  S. 


Judgnunt, 
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•^h,  therefore,  there  Is  enough  to  bind  him  in  the 

^^  of  this  Court  to  execute  a  settlement  and  to  induce    j^^^oabs'i 

*  Court  to  order  him  to  do  so,  yet  it  would  not  be       Tkuits. 

Trustbx 
fittaary  to  execute  the  settlement.  RblibfAots. 

Ihe  costs  of  the  trustee  will  come  out  of  the  funds, 

i  00  other  order  as  to  costs. 

)rdcred, — That  the  chief  clerk's  certificate  finding  that 

re  was  no  ante-nuptial  settlement  be  Taried  and  read 

f  the  said  certificate  did  not  contain  that  finding ;  and 

he  motion  of  the  petitioners  to  vary  the  certificate  no 

r ;  and  on  the  petition  on  further  consideration  this 

rt  doth  order  that  a  covenant  be  endorsed  on  the 

sment    as    follows:  —  The  within-named   Hercules 

ker,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns* 

hereby  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  with  the  said 

UTalker  (the  trustees)  that  if  the  said  J.  D.  Walker 

at  any  time  of  her  marriage,  or  the  said  H.  Walker 

^r  right  shall  have  become  seized,  possessed  of,  or 

led  to  any  real  or  personal  property  of  the  value  of 

.  or  upwards,  or  for  any  estate  or  interest  whatever, 

pt  jewels,  trinkets,  ornaments,  plate,  pictures,  books, 

ts,  and  other  articles  of  a  like  nature,  which  it  is 

by  declared  shall  belong  to  the  said  J.  D.  Walker  for 

leparate  use,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the  said  H. 

ker  and  J.  D.  his  wife,  and  all  other  necessary  parties, 

y,  shall  at  the  cost  of  within  mentioned  trust  funds,  as 

.  as  circumstances  will  permit,  and  to  the  satisfaction 

rastees  or   trustee,  convey,  assign,  and  assure  the 

real  or  personal  property,  or  cause  the  same  to  be 

din  the  trustees  or  trustee  of  within-mentioned  trust 

•  upon  the  trusts  within  declared  of  the  matters 
b  asngned*  And  it  is  ordered  the  covenant  so  to 
idorsed  be  executed  by  the  said  Hercules  Walker. 
and  pay  costs  of  respondent  out  of  fund.  No  order  as 
itsof  petitioner  or  Sir  J.  H.  Lethbridge ;  and  transfer 
ae  of  fund  to  trustees  on  trusts  of  indenture  of 
nieiit— Beg.  Lib.  A,  2464,  9  Dec,  1862. 
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1803. 

~  BONSER  V.  BRADSHAW. 

Jan.  10.        ^j^ 
Where  a  J[  HE  bill  in  this  case  was  instituted  by  the  next  inial 

solicitor  xfBs  .  . 

employed  by  of  an  infant,  the  grandson  and  heir-»at«law  of  one  Jobi 
fHoDd  in  Bonser,  who,  in  1854  and  at  the  time  of  his  deathi  f|| 

tof**'t'*'r tf  ^  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  in  certsdn  real  tikiil 
to  certain  land,  consisting  of  houses  and  land  in  the  county  of  LeicQiMi 
having  at-  against  the  devisees  of  the  same  property  under  the  f] 
S^MhnSTuft'  ^f  J^^^  Bonser,  dated  the  7th  August,  1850,  and  wltf 
^der  the  had  been  proved  in  the  Archdeaconry  Court  at  LeiceitWi 
c.  127,  •.  28,  The  bill  impeached  the  will,  and  prayed  that  it  mj^ 
peution  so'^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  >  ^^^  ^he  devisces  thereunder  might  K 
coeu^as^re-^  directed  to  convey  the  real  estate  to  the  plaintiff;  OTf  J 
mained  unpaid  necessary,  that  an  issue  of  devisavit  vel  non  might  ll 

a  charge  on         ,.       ,    ,  1 

the  land  directed. 

recovered.  j^^  ^^rch,  1858,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  an  inj 

and  receiver,  and  also  for  an  issue.     His  Honour 

.  the  motion  for  the  injunction,  but  made  an  order 

an  issue  devisavit  vel  non.     The  issue  waa  subseqi 

tried  at  Leicester,  and,  the  jury  having  &und  a  v< 

for  the  plaintiff,  the  application  for  a  receiver  and 

an  injunction  was  renewed  and  the  order  made. 

portions  of  the  estate  were  subsequently  sold  to  a  raili 

company,  on  which  occasion  the  Court  declared 

John  Bonser's  heir-at-law  was  entitled  to  the  pro] 

and  that  the  devisees  were  trustees  for  hun«     The 

also  ordered  that  the  defendant,  who  had  aet  up  Ai 

alleged  will,  should  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  proceedii^j 

The  purchase-money  for  the  land  which  bad  been  Ml 

to  the  company,  amounting  to  266/,,  wa«  paid  into  M^ 

The  taxed  costs  incurred  in  proeeouting  the  is&| 

plaintiff 's  rights  in  the  suit  and  action  amounted  to  % 

sum  of  4022.,  a  large  part  of  which  was  the  money  |ii 
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of  pocket  by  the  solicitor  employed  by  the  next 
i(L  The  defendant^  having  become  insolvent,  a 
tion  was,  in  December,  1860,  presented  on  behalf  of 
infant  plaintiff  and  his  next  friend  praying  for  the 
Dent  out  of  court  of  the  sum  of  266/.,  and  for  pay- 
t,  so  far  as  that  simi  would  extend,  of  the  costs  due 
e  plaintiff's  solicitor.  The  petition  also  prayed  that 
^due  of  the  costs  of  the  solicitor  might  be  raised 
paid  out  of  the  real  estate  recovered,  or  that  the 
might  be  declared  to  be  a  charge  on  the  real  estate 
r  the  28th  section  of  the  Attorneys,  Solicitors,  &c., 
>f  1860  (23  &  24  Vict.  c.  127). 
the  21st  December,  1860,  the  Court  ordered  payment 
9  solicitor  of  the  fiind  in  court  in  part  payment  of 
oets,  but  refused  to  declare  that  the  solicitor  was 
ed  to  a  charge  on  the  estate  for  the  residue  of  his 
,  on  the  ground  that  the  Act  of  1860  had  no  applica^ 
x>  the  case  of  an  infant,  but  that  it  applied  only  to 
where  the  parties  were  mi  juris.  The  infant 
tiff  having  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  a  petition 
presented  on  behalf  of  the  solicitor  praying  that 
»idue  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  incurred 
m  in  recovering  the  estate  might  be  declared  to  be 
rge  on  the  estate,  and  might  be  raised  and  paid  out 


isea. 

Broww 

V. 

Bbadbhaw. 
StatmisnU 


;  MdKn$  and  Mr.  R.  W.  JE.  F&rster  appeared  on  the 


»n. 


5  Viok-Chlkgellob  made  an  order  directing  the     Juif/mmt 
charges,  and  expenses  to  be  taxed,  and  declaring 
lie  amount  certified  by  the  taxing  master  should  be 
ge  on  the  estate,  to  be  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  same. 
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laas.  SLEE  v.  THE  CORPORATION  01 

BRADFORD. 


Jan.  SO,  81. 
Feb.  10. 


Ti 


The  owner  of  J.  HE  plaintiffs  for  several  years  prior  to  the  filb 
detirout'of  bill  had  been  entitled  to  a  piece  of  land  in  B 
proS«lMfsab-  abutting  on  a  street  called  Chapel  Lane,  on  whid 
mitted  the        g^  manufactory  and  warehouses,  subject  to  an  as 

plans,  dec,  to  '^  i  <■       i 

a  committee,  for  a  lease.     For  two  years  and  upwards  the  ] 

Town  Council,  Carried  on  the  business  of  leather  merchants,  tani 

Boai^of'*'^  millboard  makers  in  partnership,  and  occupied  t 

Health,  dele-  the  said  warehouse  and  premises  for  the  purpose! 

powers,  and,  business,  until  they  were  pulled  down  under  the 

having  been  stances  detailed  in  this  case.     Under  their  pai 

approved,  affreement  it  was  one  of  the  terms  that  the  manuf 

pulled  down       ^^ 

the  factory,  warehouses  and  premises  should  be  held  by  the  p 

to  rebnild^t^  partnership  as  lessees  under  the  plaintiff  Henry 

IS^h^piaSs!^  a  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  24th  Marc 

The  Town  at  a  rent  of  160/.    per   annum,  subject   to  th 

Council,  under 

the  35th  sec-  Covenants. 

i^i  Govern-       !»  the  year  1850  a  local  Act,  13  &  14  Vic-  ( 

mrat  Act,  ^as  passed  for  the  better  regulation  and  manage 

to  buildings  the  borough  of  Bradford.     It  incorporated  portioi 

hadng'^^'^'  Public  Health  Act,  1848  (11  &   12   Vic,  c  ( 

^rai^tifftoset  ^^^eral  provisions  of  the  Towns  Improvement 

back  his  pre.  Act,  1847  (10  &  1 1  Vic.  c.  34),  and  enacted,  sec  1 

Court  re-  the  towu  council  should  be  the  local  board  of  hea 

bytojunction  ^^^'  ^^9  ^**  copies  of  bye-laws  should  be  eviden 

from  interfer-  g^^^  j  i  ^^s  as  follows : — 

ing  with  the 

erection  of  the  And  be  it  enacted  that  the  council  may  appoin 
in^to^the  their  own  body,  from  time  to  time,  such  and  t 
*SSis  ^^  committees,  and  consisting  of  such  number  of  pe 

they  shall  think  fit,  for  all  or  any  of  the  purpose 
Act,  which,  in  the  discretion  of  such  council,  v 
better  regulated  and  managed  by  means  of  such 


StaUmmt* 
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i«,  and  may  fix  the  quorum  of  such  committees :  Pro-         ^*^* 
led  always  that  the  acts  of  every  such  committee  shall^        H&bb 
case  the  council  so  order,  but  not  otherwise^  be  sub-     thb  Cor- 
tted  to  the  council  for  their  approval ;  but  that  no  ex-  'BiuDFOKDr 
nditure  or  payment,  or  contract  to  expend  or  pay  any 
in  of  money,  made  by  such  committee  shall  be  lawful 
yalid,  when  such  sum  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  100/., 
less  such  committee  shall  have  been  authorised  by  the 
mcil  to  make  such  expenditure,  payment,  or  contract, 
unless,  if  not  so  authorised,  such  expenditure,  payment, 
contract  shall,  after  the   same  has  been  made,  be 
proved  of  by  the  council.     Sec.  13.  And  be  it  enacted 
It  every  committee  so  appointed  may  meet  &om  time  to 
ae,  and  may  adjourn  from  place  to  place  as  they  think 
Dper,  for  carrying  into  efiect  the  purposes  of  their 
pointment ;  but  no  business  shall  be  transacted  at  any 
Beting  of  the  committee,  unless  the  quorum  of  members 
^any)  fixed  by  the  council,  and  if  no  quorum  be  fixed 
ree  members,  be  present ;  and  at  all  meetings  of  the 
mmittee  one  of  the  members  present  shall  be  chosen 
uurman,  and  all  questions  shall  be  determined  by  a 
tjority  of  the  votes  of  the  members  present,  and  in  case 
Fan  equal  division  of  votes  the  chairman  shall  have  a 
Hting  vote  in  addition  to  his  vote  as  a  member  of  the 
Mnmittee.    Sec  14 :  And  be  it  enacted  that  the  treasurer 
nd  town  clerk  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  borough 
bll  be  the  treasurer  and  clerk  for  the  purposes  of  this 
let 

By  sec.  59  it  was  inter  alia  enacted  that  the  word 

house  or  houses"    shall    include    any  messuage    or 

welling-house,  tenement,  warehouse,  factory,  mill,  dye- 

oose,  manufactory,  building,  or   other  enclosure,  and 

rery  part  thereof,  &c.  &c. 

The  town  council  in  pursuance  of  their  powers  under 
16  Local  Government  Act  made  bye*]aws,  which  were 
I  the  20th  October,  1860,  confirmed  by  the  Secretary 
'  State  for  the  Home  Department. 
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16W.  The  20th  byeJaw  was  as  follows  :— 

Slbb  Every  person  who  shall  intend  to  erect  any  W 

THB^Coa*  building  shall  give  a  fortnight's  notice  to  the  ODundl  of 
ronATioN  Of  Biich  intention  by  writing,  delivered  to  the  survejOTi  w 
—  left  at  his  officci  and  shall  at  the  same  time  leave  oroanN 
to  be  left  at  the  said  office  plans  and  sections  of  ererf 
floor  of  such  intended  new  building,  drawn  to  a  leale  q( 
one  inch  to  every  eight  feet,  showing  the  position,  fxm, 
and  dimensions  of  the  several  parts  of  such  buildbg,  and 
of  the  [water-closet,  privy,  cesspool,  ashpit,  well,  and  iD 
other  appurtenances,  and  such  plans  and  sections  shsllbl 
accompanied  by  a  description  of  the  intended  mode  of 
drainage  and  means  of  ventilation  of  drains,  and  Ae 
materials  of  which  the  drains  are  to  made,  also  of  Ae 
construction  and  dimensions  of  the  chimneys  and  fim, 
and  means  of  water  supply.  A  plan  shall  be  left  at  dn 
same  time  showing  the  position  of  the  buildings  aod 
appurtenances  of  the  properties  immediately  acyoining,A6 
width  and  level  of  the  street,  the  level  of  the  lowest  floor 
of  the  intended  building,  and  of  the  yard  or  grooai 
belonging  thereto.  The  plan  shall  show  also  the  propoiod 
lines  of  house  drainage,  and  their  size,  depth,  and  ineli* 
nation. 

On  the  18th  March,  1862,  the  council  made  oertMS 
bye*laws  numbered  respectively  6,  22,  24,  in  lieu  of 
others  numbered  similarly,  and  such  altered  bye-ltwi 
were  confirmed  on  the  14th  April,  1862,  and  the  nii 
bye-law  numbered  24  was  as  follows : — 

The  council  shall  by  their  order  approve  or  disapproTS 
proposed  new  works  or  buildings  within  the  time  sevenllf 
specified  herein  for  the  deposit  of  notices  thereof.  If 
the  owner  or  person  intending  to  construct  any  set 
street  or  erect  any  new  building  fail  to  give  the  notioof 
herein  required,  or  proceed  to  the  execution  of  any  of 
the  works  before  the  expiration  of  such  notices,  withost 
such  approval  of  the  ceuncil  as  aforesMd,  or  if,  contwy 
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0  the  proYisioDS  herein  contained,  any  oWner  or  person        .1868. 

»ball  construct  or  cauee  to  be  constructed  any  works,  or        blbT 

io  any  act,  or  omit  to  do  any  act  or  comply  with  any    .t.,'^6o.- 

requirement  of  the  council  or  their  surveyor  acting  under  TomATiow  (w 

the  sathority  of  the  foregoing  bye-laws,  or  make  any         ..^^ 

iteration  in  any  works  after  they  have  been  completed,    ^'^^•"••**' 

vhether  in  new  or  or  existing  buildings,  he  shall  be  liable 

for  each  offence  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  5/.,  and  he  shall 

pay  a  iurther  sum  not  exceeding  40#.  for  each  and  every 

by  which  such  works  shall  continue  or  remain  contrary  to 

iie  said  provisions,  and  the  council  may,  if  they  shall 

Junk  fit,  cause  such  works  to  be  removed,  altered,  pulled 

bwn,  or  otherwise  dealt  with  as  the  case  may  require, 

ind  the  expense  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  shall  be 

%paid  by  the  offender,  and  be  recoverable  from  him  in  a 

nuomary  manner  as  provided  by  the  Public  Health  Act, 

1848. 

The  bill  alleged  (par.  6)  that  ^^  shortly  before  the 
month  of  May,  1862,  the  plaintiffs,  being  desirous  of 
B&ctiQg  extensive  improvements  in  their  said  manufac- 
tory and  premises,  determined  to  pull  down  and  rebuild 
on  the  same  site  their  said  buildings,  in  [case  such  re* 
building  should  be  permitted  by  the  defendants'  council, 
•nd  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  such  rebuild- 
ing would  be  so  permitted,  and  also  in  compliance  with 
4e  80th  bye-law,  which  was  and  still  is  in  force,  they 
ttnaed  to  be  prepared  by  Messrs.  Andrew  [&  Delaunay, 
sdutects,  certain  plans,  sections,  and  particulars  of  the 
<ttd  proposed  new  buildings,  such  as  were  required  by  the 
•lid  20th  bye-law  ;  and  they  caused  such  notice  in  writing 
to  the  defendant's  council  of  their  said  intention  to  erect 
iuch  new  buildings  as  was  required  by  the  said  20th  bye- 
Uw  to  be  delivered  to  the  surveyor  of  the  said  council, 
IT  left  at  his  office,  as  required  by  the  said  bye-law," 
^ether  with  the  said  plans ;  '^  and  they,  the  said  plain* 
ifty  in  all  resjMotf  complied  with  the  said  bye->law." 
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1863.  Paragraph  7  of  the  bill  charged  that  the  plaiimS^ 

8LBB        notice,  plans^  sections^  and  particulars  were  laid  before 

THB^Com-    ^^®  Building  and  Improvement  Committee  of  the  said 

POKATiov  OF  council    (which    committee    had  been  duly  appointed 

^-^         pursuant  to  the  said  11th  section  of  the  Bradford  Im- 

««•»  •     provement  Act,  1850,  and  had  cognizance  of  the  matter), 

and  the  said  committee  by  their  resolution  duly  tnd 

finally  approved  of  the  same ;  and  the  plaintiffs  charge 

that  such  approval  and  the  resolution  whereby  the  same 

was  given  were  duly  entered  on  and  appear  by  the 

minutes  of  the  said  council  and  of  the  committee,  kt 

the  plaintiffs  are  ignorant  of  the  precise  date  and  terns 

of  the  s^d  resolution.    The  plaintifis  charge  that  sudi 

approval  was  the  approval  of  the  defendants*  conndl  b 

pursuance  of  the  said  24th  altered  bye-law,  and  was  a 

due  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  vested  in  that  behalf  ia 

the  defendants  by  the  said  acts  and  bye-laws,  and  became, 

and  was,  and  is  irrevocably  binding  on  the  defendants. 

By  order  of  the  committee  the  surveyor  of  the  towi 
council  sent  to  the  plaintiff^s  architect  the  followiif 
letter : — 


"  Borough  Surveyor's  Office, 
"  Bradford,  May  14, 186i 
"  Sir, — I  beg  to  inform  you  that  your  plans,  sectioos, 
and  particulars  of  a  currier's  warehouse  and  offices 
proposed  to  be  erected  in  Chapel  Lane  for  Mr.  HcniJ 
Slee,  have  been  laid  before  the  Building  and  Improre- 
ment  Committee  of  the  council,  and  that  said  committee 
has  approved  of  the  same. 

"  I  am.  Sir, 

"  Your  obedient  servant 
"RoBEBT  Ltnah, 

"  For  Borough  Sur?eyofc 
*^  To  Messrs.  Andrews  &  Delaunay,  Architects. 

^*  Note. — The  ratification  of  the  approval  of  any  plsai 
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uid  particulars  by  the  Building  and  Improvement  Com-  1803. 
nittee  refers  only  to  such  matters  and  such  parts  of  the  sx.be 
aid  plans  and  particulars  as  are  required  to  be  set  forth,     tbb^Cor« 

jhown,  or  described  thereon,  in  accordance  with  the  bye-  'oration  or 

.  .       "^        Bradfors. 

^W8  especially  made  for  the  regulation  of  the  laying  out 
ind  forming  of  new  streets,  and  the  erection  of  new 
Jiiildings.  And  it  must  be  distinctly  understood  that 
inch  approval  does  not  include  or  give  the  consent  of  the 
xxminittee  or  council  to  any  other  part  of  the  plans  or 
ections  deposited,  nor  for  the  doing  of  any  work  whatso- 
iTer  other  than  that  set  forth,  described,  and  required  by 
he  above-mentioned  bye-laws.  It  will,  therefore,  be 
mderstood  that  the  approval  of  the  committee  gives  no 
nthority  whatsoever  for  the  making  of  any  projection  on 
lie  front  of  any  building  into  any  street  beyond  the 
nx)per  line  of  such  street,  nor  for  the  taking  up  of  any 
atoseway  or  roadway  for  the  purposes  of  the  erection  of 
tuch  building,  nor  for  the  making  of  any  excavations  in 
my  street  or  road,  nor  for  the  making  of  any  communica- 
ion  or  connection  with  any  public  or  private  pipe,  drain, 
HT  sewer,  nor  of  the  mode  or  manner  in  which  any  other 
lonnection  with  any  public  or  private  sewer  shall  be 
Dade,  nor  for  the  placing  of  any  building  material  on 
>ny  part  of  any  street  or  road,  nor  (with  reference  to 
plaos  of  buildings)  of  any  lines  or  widths,  of  causeways 
w  streets,  nor  of  the  height  of  any  new  chimney  pro- 
loosed  to  be  built  in  connection  with  any  mill,  manufac- 
^rj,  or  business  premises  whatsoever,  although  any  or 
^  of  such  matters  may  be  fully  set  forth,  shown,  or 
leacribed  in  the  plans,  sections,  and  notices  deposited 
•rith  and  approved  by  the  committee  ;  but  in  every  case  in 
^hich  such  work  and  alteration,  interference,  &c.,  is 
^^qoired  to  be  done,  separate  and  specific  notice  thereof 
>inst  be  given  to  the  borough  surveyor,  and  the  consent 
^  permission  of  the  committee  or  council  obtained  for 
stery  such  work  as  the  case  may  require." 


Miatmmtmi, 
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i^  The  8th  paragraph  of  the  bill  alleged  that  the  pUindfi, 

upon  receiving  the  said  notice  of  the  approval  by  ike 
laid  council  of  the  said  plans,  sections,  and  partictdan, 
voRATioir  oy  reljing  thereon,  and  in  the  full  confidence  that  the 
defendants  would  abide  hj  and  were  bound  hj  the  same; 
began  to  pull  down  their  said  buildings,  which,  up  to 
that  time,  had  not  been  disturbed,  and  pulled  down  Ha 
same  in  ignorance  that  the  defendants  had  anj  intention 
of  interfering  with  the  rebuilding  thereof  according  to 
such  plans,  sections,  and  particulars,  and  withont  n- 
ceiving  any  intimation  from  the  defendants  or  their 
council  or  committee,  or  any  one  on  their  behalf  of  anj 
such  intention. 

The  bill  alleged  that  on  the  24th  June,  and  so  soon  u 
the  plaintiffs'  buildings  had  been  pulled  down,  the  town 
council  passed  some  resolution  of  which  the  plaintiff  hi 
no  copy,  but  which  was  to  the  same  effect  as  lli« 
following  resolution  passed  next  day : — 

'^  Resolved  that,  the  building  or  buildings  situate  in  and 
fronting  to  a  street  called  Chapel  Lane,  in  the  borougk 
of  Bradford,  recently  occupied  by  Mr.  Henry  Slee  as  a 
tanning  warehouse  or  otherwise,  and  the  appurtenances 
thereto,  having  been  taken  down  in  order  to  be  rebuilt 
or  altered,  it  be  and  is  hereby  ordered  and  prescribed 
that  any  house  or  building  to  be  hereafter  built  on  the 
site  thereof,  or  of  some  part  thereof,  shall  be  erected  on 
the  line  shown  in  the  plan  hereto  annexed,  the  said  pe* 
scribed  lino  being  marked  on  the  said  plan  which  is  now 
produced  and  signed  by  the  chdrman,  and  thereon 
coloured  red,  and  called  thereon  'Line  of  firont  of 
buildings  when  rebuilt  or  altered,'  and  which  line  shall 
be  the  line  of  the  outer  or  front  wall  towards  Chapel 
Lane  aforesaid  of  any  house  or  building  to  be  erected  as 
aforesaid.  That  the  notice  to  Mr.  Henry  Sice  now  read 
be  approved,  and  that  the  corporate  common  seal  bl 
affixed  thereto." 
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On  the  Mme  occasion  the  chairman  of  the  committee        isee. 

gned  the  plan^  which  was  to  the  same  effect  as  the 

D&»  of  the  27th  June>  1862^  whichj  with  a  copy  of  the 

iiolQtion  signed  by  Mr.   Light  then  deputy  mayor^  'oratiok  op 

'hereby  the  plaintiffs  were  required  to  comply  with  the         

^qnisition  of  the  said  resolution  as  to  the  line  of  build- 
tgs,  and  further  giving  notice  that  the  town  council, 
Oder  the  powers  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
k6t,  1845,  require  to  purchase  a  part  of  the  plaintiffs' 
remises  specified  in  a  schedule  for  the  purpose  of  im* 
roving  Chapel  Lane,  and  requiring  the  plaintiffs  to 
tate  the  particulars  of  their  estate  and  interest  therein, 
lythe  plan  annexed  to  the  notice  the  plaintiffs  were 
squired  to  set  back  the  front  of  their  proposed  building 
bng  the  whole  of  the  frontage  at  a  distance  of  twelve 
et  three  inches  at  the  nearest  and  fifteen  feet  two  inches 
>  the  fiirthest  from  the  frontage,  so  as  to  cut  off  an  area 
'  692^  square  yards  of  the  plaintiffs'  land,  which  they 
id  intended  to  cover  with  their  new  buildings  as  shown 
^  the  plans.  The  plaintiffs  charged  that  the  required 
deration  in  the  line  of  frontage,  if  permitted  to  be 
dsted  on,  would  be  wholly  destructive  of  their  plans 
r  building,  and  would  render  the  residue  of  their  piece 
land  insufiEicient,  unsuitable,  and  useless  for  the  build* 
p  for  the  purposes  of  their  trade. 
On  the  2nd  July  the  town  clerk  sent  to  the  plaintiffs' 
lieitors  the  following  letters-^ 

"  Town  Clerk's  Office,  Bradford,  Yorkshire, 

"  2nd  July,  1862. 
"  Dear  Sirs, 


it 


Improvement  of  Chapel  Lane. 


''I  b^  td  hand  you  copy  of  a  resolution  of  the 
meral  Improvement  Committee  passed  on  the  ls€ 
tant.    I  also  beg  to  give  you  notice  that  Mr.  Slee  may 
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iy».        proceed  at  once  to  build  to  the  liue  of  frontage  prescribed 

Sleb        in  the  notice  dated  the  27th  ultimo,  and  to  make  an  ndt, 

Tbb  Cor-     A^ch,  or  cellar  under  the  proposed  causeway  not  extendiog 

'b RADTOBDr  °*^^®  ^^^^  ^^  ^®®*  beyond  the  prescribed  line  of , frontage. 

In  case  you  should  recommend  Mr.   Slee  to  submit « 

fresh  plan  to  avoid  the  possibility  of  any  question  as  to 
his  incurring  penalties  by  building  without  an  approTed 
plan,  I  will  convene  a  special  meeting  to  consider  it,  ia 
order  to  avoid  delay  and  to  facilitate  your  dienf s  pr(H 
ceedii:^  with  the  erection  of  his  buildings. 

'^  I  am,  dear  Sir, 

"  Yours  truly, 

'^  Joseph  Altkeb, 

"  Town  Clark. 
'^  Messieurs  Lees  &  Senior, 

"  Solicitors,  Bradford." 

The  plaintiffs  charge  that  by  the  said  letter  the  defea* 
dants  admitted,  as  the  fact  is,  that  by  their  said  proceediDgi 
they  were  and  are  attempting  to  revoke  and  annul  their 
aforesaid  approval  of  the  plaintiffs'  said  plans,  which  the 
plaintiffs  charge  they  had  and  have  no  power  to  do. 

The  resolution  of  the  1st  day  of  July,  1862,  of  which 
a  copy  was  enclosed  in  the  said  last-mentioned  letter  wu 
as  follows: — 

« 

^^  Besolved — That  the  suggestion  of  the  committee  to 
the  Building  and  Improvement  Committee  with  reference 
to  the  prescribed  line  of  front  of  buildings  to  be  erected 
by  Mr.  Henry  Slee,  having  been  adopted  by  such  com:* 
mittee,  this  committe  hereby  adopts  such  line  aa  the 
permanent  line  of  frontage  on  the  south  side  of  Chapd 
Lane,  and  that  the  causeway  on  the  south  side  of  CbafA 
Lane  as  the  same  shall  be  from  time  to  time  improfcd 
shall  not  be  less  than  six  feet.** 


statement. 
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plaintiffs^  believing  that  they  were  entitled  to  re-        laps- 
lie  defendants  to  take  the  whole  of  their  premises^        Slbb 

a  notice  to  be  served  on  them  to  that  effect,  r^^^  ^q^. 
)y  they  required  1000/.  for  the  leasehold  interest,  '^^^"y^JJ^D.' 
19s.  for  compensation  for  loss  of  trade,  injury  or 
3  by  removal,  916/.  lO^.  for  loss  in  collection  of 
ebts,  1002/.  Ss,  for  loss  as  to  stock  of  leather,  &c., 
or  loss  of  fixtures,  plant,  &c.  Henry  Slee  (the 
also  clamed  o280/.  for  his  interest  therein.  On 
)t  July,  1862,  the  plaintiffs  also  gave  notice  that 
squired  to  have  their  claims  settled  by  arbitration, 
dso  by  their  solicitor  expressed  their  willingness  to 
m  inspection  of  their  books. 

Drrespondence  between  the  plaintiffs*  solicitors  and 
wn  clerk  ensued,  and  on  the  8th  August,  1862, 
ilayner  sent  the  following  letter  to  the  plaintiffs' 
ors,  and  on  the  same  day  withdrew  their  notice  to 
he  property  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 

"  Town  Clerk's  OflSce,  Bradford, 

"  8th  August,  1862. 
"  Dear  Sirs, 


it 


The  Corporation  and  Slee. 


have  submitted  your  letter  of  the  6th  instant  to  a 
1  meeting  of  the  Building  and  Improvement  Commit- 
Id  this  afternoon.  The  committee  directed  a  fresh 
to  your  client,  which  has  been  served  on  Messrs. 
k  Senior  in  accordance  with  your  direction  as  to 
notices.  The  charges  of  injustice  contained  in 
fitter  must  have  been  made  either  in  ignorance  of 
its  or  without  having  considered  the  relative  position 
corporation  and  parties  proposing  to  build.  I  think 
r  beyond  doubt  that,  as  between  the  council,  or  their 
Dg  and  Improvement  Committee,  and  the  burgesses, 
rmer  are  not  justified,  for  obvious  reasons,  in  inti- 

•  IT.  T 
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mating  to  parties  intending  to  build  that  the  powen  oi 
the  35th  section  will  be  put  in  force  when  the  old  biuU* 
ings  are  taken  down ;  but  a  practice  prerailed  when  I 
poRATioN  OF  ^as  appoiutcd  to  this  ofBtce,  which  still  exists,  of  gitbg 
express  notice,  in  approving  of  plana  of  proposed  new 
buildings,  that  the  same  must  not  be  oonodersd  a 
approval  of  the  line  or  width  of  streeta  I  understttl 
this  notice  was  given  by  the  borough  survejor  to  jov 
clients'  architects,  but  independently  of  this  I  hope  jtm 
will  see  fit,  after  the  explanation  I  have  giTen,  to  wifr 
draw  the  charge  of  injustice  contained  in  your  letter,  ff 
any  reference  to  arbitration  should  take  place,  I  shall  h 
glad,  when  the  proper  time  arrives,  to  commmiieate  wiA 
you  as  to  whether  it  should  be  held  in  London,  and  ab 
as  to  the  propriety  or  necessity  for  employing  ooiuMi 
upon  it  At  present  I  consider  it  altogether  premstm 
to  go  into  such  matters. 

''  The  Corporation  and  Slee  &  Son.— I  shall  kll 
occasion  to  give  a  notice  to  Messrs.  Slee  &  Son,  wkidkl 
will  serve  upon  Messrs.  Lees  &  Senior  to*morrow. 

^*  I  am,  dear  Sirs, 

"  Yours  faithfully, 

<' Joseph  Bltnes, 

"  Town  Clerk.* 

Upon  receiving  the  notices  of  the  8tb  and  9th  AngMi^ 
1 862,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  retracted  the  claim  for  eos* 
pensation,  and  gave  notice  that  they  would  serve  the  e(f 
poration  with  formal  notice  to  appoint  an  arbitrator,  b 
reply  Mr.  Rayner  denied  that  the  corporation  wc^ 
bound  to  take  the  property.  After  some  nef^fotiatkm  Al 
plaintiff's  solicitor  served  the  notice  to  appoint  as  sriK* 
trator,  and  appointed  Mr.  Cliflon  to  act  on  their  bdw 
In  answer  to  this  the  defendants  served  a  coonter-intM 
offering  compensation,  and  declining  to  take  the  piiiwi'Wi' 
Some  further    correspondence  ensued,  but  on  fbe  M 
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iwomry,    1863^  the    defendants  served  the  following        iMk 
Botices  on  the  plaintiffs : —  bime 


V. 

Thb  Cor- 


"  To  Mr.  Henry  Slee.  foration  of 


^  This  is  to  give  you  notice  that  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
^  acting  as  the  local  board  of  health  in  and  for  the 
utrict  of  the  said  borough,  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
Iren  to  them  by  the  Bradford  Improvement  Act,  1850, 
nd  the  Acts  therewith  incorporated,  the  Local  Govem- 
lent  Act,  1858,  and  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Let,  1845,  intend,  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  ten 
ijB  from  the  giving  to  you  of  this  notice,  to  cause  a 
iry  to  be  sununoned  for  the  purpose  of  their  assessing 
ad  determining  the  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  the 
lid  corporation  for  the  damages  sustained  or  to  be 
istained  by  you  in  consequence  of  the  building  in 
Impel  Lane  within  the  said  borough,  and  belonging 
»you,  being  set  back  in  accordance  with  the  notices 
^  the  sud  corporation  dated  the  27th  day  of  June 
id  the  8th  day  of  August,  served  upon  you  on  the 
th  day  of  June  and  the  8th  day  of  August  last.  And 
IS  is  to  give  you  further  notice  that  the  said  corporation 
B  willing  to  pay  and  hereby  tender  to  you  the  sum  of 
OL  sterling  for  the  loss  or  damage  sustained  or  to  be 
itained  by  you  in  consequence  of  the  said  house  or 
O&ig  being  set  back  in  manner  aforesaid. 

"M,  W.  Thompson,  Mayor."    (L.S.) 

ind— 

**  To  Messrs.  Slee. 

'Take  notice  that  under  and  by  virtue  of  and  in 

fciae  and  execution  of  the  powers  and  provisions  ot 

Public  Health  Act,  1848,  the  Bradford  Improve- 

it  Aet,  1850,  and  the  Acts  therewith  incorporated, 

T  2 


8Ua§m§ni, 


V. 

i  C 

poration  of 
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Statement. 
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1863.        the  Local  Government  Act;  1858^  and  the  Lands  Glinses 
slbb        Consolidation  Act,  1845^  the  mayor^  Sec,  of  the  boroo^ 
Thr^Cor-     0^  Bradford;  acting  as  the  local  board  of  health  in  and 
for  the  borough;  having  required  the  house  or  building 
referred  to  in  the  notice  dated  and  served  upon  yoa  on 
the  9th  day  of  August  last  to  be  erected  in  the 
prescribed  by  the  resolution  and  notices  to  you  the 
Henry  Slee  referred  to  in  die  said  notice  (a  copy  of 
which;  with  the  plaU;  is  hereunto  annexed),  and  the  nid 
corporation  are  ready  to  treat  for  and  pay  compensatioa 
for  the  damage  sustained  or  to  be  sustained  by  the  owBen 
or  other  persons  immediately  interested  therein  in  conae- 
quence  of  the  said  house  or  building  being  set  back  to 
such  prescribed  line.     And  take  further  notice  that  tk 
said  corporation  demand  from  you  the  particulars  of  your  i 
claim  for  compensation  in  respect  of  any  loss  or  damap 
sustained  or  to  be  sustained  by  you  in  consequence  of 
the  said  house  or  building  being  set  back  as  aforesaid;  aal 
such  particulars  may  be  delivered  or  sent  in  writing  H 
the  town  clerk  of  Bradford  at  his  office.      And  tab 
further  notice  that  if  for  twenty-one  days  after  the  serrifli 
of  this  notice  on  you  you  shall  fail  to  state  the  particnlaa 
of  your  claim  in  respect  of  the  premises;  or  to  treat  wi4 
the  said  corporation  in  respect  thereof;  or  if  you  and  4ft 
said  corporation  shall  not  agree  as  to  the  amount  of  oon- 
pensation  to  be  paid  by  them  for  any  loss  or  danuctj 
sustained  or  to  be  sustained  by  you  in  consequence  of  Ai 
said  house  or  building  being  set  back;  the  amount 
such  compensation  will  be  settled  under  the  proviBi<»is 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act;   1845 ;   and 
said  corporation  will  take  such  further  proceediiip  *^ 
under  the  circumstances  they  are  by  the  said  Aotitf; 
any  of  them  empowered  to  take. 

•'  Dated  this  5th  day  of  January,  1863. 

«^M.  W.  Thompson,  Mayor."    (L.&) 


StatemtnU 
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The  pUintiffib  charged  that  the  defendants  intended  to  act 
u  the  said  notices;  and  that  they  "vtr  ere  vague^  and  did  not         slbb 
ietermine  on  which  of  the  notices  the  jury  vra^  to  assess     THE^'boK. 

Bompensationj  or  whether  on  the  footing  that,  exclusive  of  poration  of 

.     .  Bradford. 

ID7  purchase  by  the  defendants  of  the  same,  plaintiffs  were 
h)  retain  the  ownership  of  the  property  subject  to  a 
mtriction  against  building  on  the  same ;  and  that  the 
lefimdants  intended  to  endeavour  to  give  compensation 
mthe  assumption  that  the  ownership  was  to  be  in  the 
phmtiffi,  and  to  act  on  the  footing  that  they  were  to  be 
Iqirived  of  all  interest  therein.  The  plaintiffs  further 
ikaged  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  put  to  great  charge 
lad  loss,  and  further  charged  that,  in  case  they  proceeded 
a  erect  their  buildings  otherwise  than  in  accordance  with 
be  new  plans  to  be  hereafter  left  at  defendants'  offices, 
id  to  be  approved  by  the  committee,  the  defendants  threat- 
nad  and  intended  to  pull  down  the  buildings  so  erected, 
U  to  proceed  against  the  plaintiffs  for  fines  and  penalties 
Mr  a  large  amount,  increasing  from  day  to  day,  under  the 
Wotes.  The  plaintiffs  charged  they  could  not  safely 
loceed  with  the  buildings,  or  permit  the  defendants  to 
looeed  for  the  purpose  of  assessing  compensation  under 
he  Landfl  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845. 

The  bill  prayed  as  follows : — 

Iliat  the  defendants  might  be  restrained  ftom  issuing 
tprooeeding  upon  any  warrant  to  summon  a  jury,  and 
Kom  taking  any  other  proceeding  under  these  notices,  or 
Iherwise  in  respect  of  the  premises,  except  proceedings 
r  pordiaaing,  and  taking,  and  assessing  compensation  by 
bitnition  of  the  whole  of  the  plaintiffs'  premises,  and 
im  interfering  with  the  rebuilding  by  the  plaintiffs  of 
eir  manufactory  according  to  the  plans  so  approved  by 
d  defendants,  and  from  recovering  or  enforcing  any  fine 

penalty  against  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  such  re- 
ilding,  and  from  in  any  way  enforcing  any  resolution 
order  requiring  the  plaintiffs'  buildings  to  be  erected 
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on  the  prescribed  building  line>  or  requiring  the  lameto 
be  erected  otherwise  than  in  conformity  with  the  Hid 
Cob-     P^^^^>  sections^  and  particulars  so  approved  by  the  de* 
poKATzov  OF  fendantSj  and  also  (if  necessary)  from  permitting  any  ssA, 
resolution  or  order  to  remam  unrescmded. 

Stat9m9ni, 


lees. 

Slbb 


Argument, 


That  otherwise  and  in  case  of  the  sud 
permitted  to  carry  on  their  said  prooeedings  without 
purchasing  the  said  plot  of  ground  in  £ront  of  the  aiid 
building  line^  they^  their  surveyors^  agents,  and  workoua 
might  be  restrained  from  constructing  the  causeway  m 
carriageway  of  Chapel  Lane  aforesaid  over  the  sameiaBd 
from  throwing  the  same  into  Chapel  Lane  aforenid  fiv 
public  use  as  part  thereof,  and  from  in  any  way  deprii^i 
or  attempting  to  deprive  the  plaintiflb  of  theezcluaiveiiil 
and  ownership  thereof. 

That  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  make  oompaip 
sation  to  the  plaintiflb  for  all  losses,  damages,  and  expeoM 
occasioned  or  to  be  occasioned  to  the  plaintiffii  bythi 
aforesaid  interruption  of  the  rebuilding  of  the  plai&tjff 
said  intended  new  buildings  according  to  the  said  appiofd 
plans,  sections,  and  particulars,  or  otherwise  by  the  di" 
fendants'  aforesaid  proceedings. 

I 

Mr.  Malim  and  Mr.  Boffshawe  for  the  plaii^tifi.  ] 

The  town  council  and  the  committee  were  one  tribontli 
and  if  so  the  case  stood  thus — that,  having  no  powtr  to 
interfere  with  the  plaintiffs'  buildings  so  long  as  they  won 
standing,  they  induced  him,  by  a  promise  to  allow  him  lo 
rebuild  them  in  the  way  he  proposed,  to  pull  them  doir% 
so  as  to  give  them  jurisdiction  under  the  35th  atotiov 
of  the  Local  Government  Act,  1858,  and  then  tnnod 
round  and  repudiated  the  arrangement  which  they  hd 
entered  into  as  to  the  rebuilding.  It  was  fubmittoi 
that  this  was  a  breach  of  faith  such  as  this  Court  wobU 
not  permit,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  il* 
junction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  acting  on  then 
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iotiMi>  and  from  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  rebuilding 
lii  premifles  according  to  the  approved  plans. 

Sir  Huffk  Cairns  and  Mr.  Freelinff  for  the  defendants. 

The  question  reallj  was  whether  in  point  of  fact  the 
swn  council  delegated  their  powers  to  the  committee^  and 
tWM  submitted  they  did  not.  Mr.  Ljnam's  letter  of  the 
I4di  May^  1862^  only  approved  of  the  plans  of  the  build- 
i|i;  but  in  the  note  appended  to  such  letter  it  was  ex- 
irasly  stated  ^'  that  the  approval  of  the  committee  gave  no 
ttthority  whatsoever  for  the  making  of  any  projection  on 
he  part  of  any  building  into  any  street  beyond  the  proper 
iis  of  such  street."  Moreover  the  bye*laws  under  which 
he  corporation  acted  were  made>  not  under  the  34th 
ectbn  of  the  Act  of  1858^  which  contains  no  powers  for 
be  particular  purpose  contemplated  by  their  bye-laws 
Chi^l  Lane  not  being  a  ''  new  '*  street)^  but  under  the 
Ifth  section^  which  plainly  authorises  the  council  to  set 
\xmw  building  back.  Moreover^  there  was  nothing  here 
ihieh  the  Court  could  restrain,  unless  it  were  an  award 
I  damages  under  the  34th  section.  The  corporation 
xmld  not  interfere  with  the  plaintiffs'  building. 

It  was  submitted,  therefore^  tliat  the  plaintiff  was  not 
iBtitled  to  the  injunction,  and  the  motion  must  be 
ifiisid. 

Mr.  Malms  was  beard  in  reply,  (a)  ^ 

he  Yice-Chakoellob  : — 

The  phuntiffs  are  the  owners  and  proprietors  of  a 
■ttO&Gtory  in  the  town  of  Bradford,  in  which  they 
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(«)  The  lections  of  the  dif- 

liBl  Acts  referred  to  were  as 

lows:— 

Sscdon  68|  Towns  Improve- 


ment Clauses  Act,  10  &  U  Vic. 
c.34(lS47).  "When  any  house  or 
building  any  part  of  which  pro- 
ject9  beyond  the  regular  line  of 
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ises. 

Slbb 
v: 
Thb  Cor- 
poration OF 
Bradford. 

Judffmsnt, 


carry  on  the  business  of  leather  merchants  in  partne 
They  determined  to  pall  down  anid  re-erect  the  g 


the  street,  or  beyond  the  front  of 
the  house  or  building  on  either 
side  thereof,  has  been  taken  down 
in  order  to  be  rebuilt  or  altered, 
the  commissioners  may  require 
the  same  to  be  set  backwards  to 
or  toward  the  line  of  the  street, 
or  the  line  of  the  adjoining  houses 
or  buildings,  in  such  manner  as  the 
commissioners  direct,  for  the  im- 
provement of  such  street,  provided 
always  that  the  commissioners 
shall  make  full  compensation 
to  the  owner  of  any  such  house 
or  building  for  any  damage  he 
thereby  sustains/* 

Section  34,  Local  Government 
Act,  21  &  22  Vic.  c.  98.  "Every 
local  board  may  make  bye-laws 
with  respect  to  the  following 
matters,  that  is  to  say,  first,  with 
respect  to  the  level,  width,  and 
construction  of  new  streets,  and 
the  provisions  for  the  sewerage 
thereof.  Secondly,  with  respect 
to  the  structure  of  walls  of  new 
buildings  for  securing  stability 
and  the  prevention  of  fires. 
Thirdly,  with  respect  to  the  sufii- 
ciency  of  the  space  about  buildings 
to  secure  a  free  circulation  of  air, 
and  with  respect  to  the  ventila- 
tion of  buildings.  Fourthly,  with 
respect  to  the  drainage  of  build- 
ings ;  to  waterclosets,  privies,  ash- 
pits, and  cesspools  in  connection 
with  buildings ;  and  to  the  closing 
of  buildings  or  parts  of  buildings 
unfit  for  human  habitation;  and 
to  prohibition  of  their  use  for 
such  habitation.  And  they  may 
further  provide  for  the  obser- 
vance   of  the  same    by  enact- 


ing therein  such  proviu 
they  think  necessary  as 
giving  of  notices,  as  to  the 
of  plans  and  sections,  by 
intending  to  lay  out  stree 
construct  buildings ;  ss  to 
tion  by  the  local  board,  a; 
the  power  of  the  local  I 
remove,  alter,  or  pull  dc 
work  begun  or  done  in 
vention  of  such  bye-lai 
vided  always  that  no  so 
law  shall  affect  any  I 
erected  before  the  date 
constitution  of  the  distri 
for  the  purposes  of  this 
re-erecting  of  any  bmldio 
down  to  or  below  the 
fioor,  or  of  any  frame  bu 
which  only  the  frame  wc 
be  left  down  to  the  groai 
or  the  conversion  into  ad 
house  of  any  building  n< 
nally  constructed  for  hum 
tation;  or  the  conversi 
more  than  one  dwelling-1 
a  building  originally  con 
as  one  dwelling-house  on 
be  considered  the  erect! 
new  building.*' 

Section  35.  "Whenai 
or  building  lias  has  bee 
down  in  order  to  be  re 
altered,  the  local  board  i 
scribe  the  line  in  which  ai 
or  building  to  be  hereaf) 
shall  be  erected,  and  tl 
shall  be  erected  in  ac( 
therewith,  and  the  loci 
shall  pay  or  tender  comp 
to  the  owner  or  other  pe: 
mediatelylinterested  in  so* 
or  building  for  any  loss  oi 
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1808. 
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pirt  of  thii  manufactory  upon  an  improved  plan>  but 

Wore  pulling  it  down,  being  aware  that  they  must  obtain 

die  approval  of  the  plan  by  the  Corporation  of  Bradford     ^^^  ^ 

and  the  town  council  under  the  powers  of  their  Act  of  poeatiow  of 

Tarliament,  they  gave  formal  notices  in  compliance  with         

the  Acts  of  Parliament  and  the  bye-laws  of  the  counciL     ^^^^mn^** 
Hie  first  question  is  whether  with  reference  to  the  pull- 
wg  down  and  re-erecting  buildings  of  this  kind  the  by e- 
kws  have  any  application. 

It  has  been  contended  on  behalf  of  the  town  council 
tlttt  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
tiiay  have  no  power  to  delegate  to  any  committee  their 
ttthority  to  approve  the  plans  of  rebuilding  with  refer- 
iDce  to  lines  of  the  streets,  and  that  they  have  no  power 
Id  make  bye-laws  upon  that  subject,  but  that  the  power 
m  to  bye-laws  is  reserved  to  themselves.  But  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiffs  served  their  notice  and  delivered  the 
|ian8  submitted  for  approval,  not  to  any  committee,  but 
to  tiie  council,  according  to  the  form  prescribed  by  the 
Aei  The  plans  so  deposited  indicated  the  position  in 
lidch  the  front  of  the  new  building  was  to  be  rebuilt 
with  reference  to  the  adjoining  property.  The  bye-law 
Kfoired  that  the  plans  and  sections  should  not  only  show 
Ihe  position  of  different  parts  of  the  building,  with  refer- 
iBee  to  other  parts,  but  should  also  clearly  indicate  the 
lotion  of  the  new  building  with  reference  to  adjoining 
pioperty,  and  to  the  line  of  the  street.  The  first  question 
It  whether  that  bye-law  was  authorised  by  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  but  I  must  observe  that  if  this  interlocutory 


la  nay  tutain  in  consequence  of 
ii  bonaa  or  building  being  set 
wk ;  the  amount  of  such  com- 
iMation  in  case  of  dtspute  to  be 
Ittlad  in  the  same  manner  as 
tion  for  land  to  be  taken 
the  provisions  of  the 
Aids  danses  Consolidation  Act, 


1845,  is  directed  to  be  settled. 
And  all  the  provisions  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  Act  relating  to 
the  purchase  of  lands  shall  apply 
to  the  pa3rment  made  for  such 
loss  or  damage  as  if  it  were  a 
purchase  under  such  Act.'' 


S80  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

application  is  refused  the  plaintiffs  will  be  placed  in  t 


guB        most  unfair  and  inconvenient  positioui  for  they  wiU  be 
Thb^Cob-     ui^ftUe  to  proceed  with  their  new  building  unless  tfa^ 
poBATiox  OF  submit  to  the  dictation  of  the  town  coundL    The  6tdi 

section  of  the  Act  of  1847^  which  is  incorporated  in  ths 

Jmi§mmu  -Qj^^Q^d  Improvement  Act,  1850,  provides  that  wh«t 
any  house  or  building,  any  part  of  which  projects  beyoil 
the  regular  line  of  a  street,  or  beyond  the  firont  of  As 
houses  and  buildings  on  either  side,  has  been  taken  dowa 
in  order  to  be  rebuilt  or  altered,  the  commiseioners  mij 
require  the  same  to  be  set  backward  to  or  toward  the  lias 
of  the  street,  or  the  line  of  the  adjoining  houses*  Sock 
is  the  power  given  by  the  Act  of  1847 ;  and  the  Aofc  sf 
1850,  in  the  11th  sction,  seems  to  authorise  the  towa 
council  to  make  bye-laws  with  reference  to  that  sulgeoti 
The  Public  Health  Act,  1846(a),  is  incorporated  withtki 
Act  of  1858,  upon  the  construction  of  which  the  cawsC 
the  defendants  has.  been  munly  rested.  The  34th  sal 
35th  sections  of  the  Act  of  1858  refer  to  the  rebuildiif 
in  towns  of  houses  which  have  been  taken  down.  Batik 
is  said  for  the  defendants  that  the  34th  section,  altfaoagk 
it  says  that  bye-laws  may  be  made  upon  various  subjeolib 
does  not  authorise  any  bye-law  to  be  made  by  the  looil 
board  with  reference  to  this  question.  That  view  otti* 
not  be  maintained,  because  it  is  obvious  that  the  objist 
of  the  Corporation  of  Bradford  here  is  to  have  the  frost 
of  the  building  removed  further  back,  in  order  that  tk 
street  may  be  widened.  The  question,  then^  is  aimplj  tf 
to  the  width  of  the  street,  because  the  width  of  the  itreit 
must  depend  upon  the  position  of  the  front  of  this  hoiM 
The  very  first  thing  upon  which  the  local  board  is  ii* 
thorised  to  make  bye-laws  by  the  34th  section  is  wift 
respect  to  the  level,  width,  and  construction  of  new  struts 
and  the  provisions  for  the  sewerage  thereof,  with  respMl 
to  the  structure  of  walls  of  new  buildings  and  so  on,  ifli 

(a)  11  ^  12  Vict,  c,  63, 
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tka  they  may  provide  for  the  observance  of  this  by  re-  iS6a. 
qniring  notice  to  be  given  as  to  the  deposit  of  plans  and  slbb 
•eetbns  by  persons  intending  to  lay  out  streets  or  to     thb^Cob- 

eODttmct  buildinirs.  pobation  of 

^  Brabfobd. 

The  plan  submitted  by  the  plaintiffs  for  approval  was  a        — ^ 

|liB  with  reference  to  the  construction  of  a  buildings  but       *(^V'"^"'* 

tti  latter  part  of  the  clause  says  that  for  the  purpose  of 

titti  Act  the  re-erecting  of  any  building  pulled  down  to  or 

Mow  the  ground  floor  shall  be  considered  the  erection  of 

laew  building.     That  is  this  very  case.     This  is  not  the 

Mctioa  of  a  new  building ;  it  is  the  erection  of  a  buildiug 

liuchi  according  to  the  words  of  this  section^  has  been 

pdled  down  and  is  proposed  to  be  rebuilt;  and  that  is 

traated  on  the  same  footing  with  reference  to  bye-laws  as 

d»  erection  of  new  buildings.     It  is  quite  plain  that  the 

loeil  board  of  Bradford  put  that  construction  upon  it^  for 

fhsy  made  a  bye-law  under  which  the  present  plaintiffs 

hA  the  very  difficult  task  of  endeavouring  to  proceed. 

fb  2(Hh  bye-law  is  in  these  terms : — ^^  Every  person  who 

llall  intend  to  erect  any  new  building  shall  give  a  fort- 

pf^'f  notice  to  the  council  of  such  intention  by  writing 

Mvered  to  the  surveyor  or  left  at  his  office  [that  is>  notice 

ll  die  eounoili  not  to  any  committee]^  and  shall  at  the 

MlM  time  leave  or  cause  to  be  left  at  the  said  office  plans 

M  sectionfl  of  every  floor  of  such  intended  new  buildings 

ikliwiiig  the  position^  form,  and  dimensions  of  the  several 

llrti  of  luch  building/'  with  other  words  which  it  is  not 

llMMary  to  refer  to. 

The  first  plan  required  to  be  deposited  is  one  to  show 
ka  dimensions  of  the  various  parts  of  the  new  building ; 
ksB#  besides  that,  this  is  required : — A  plan  shall  be  left 
ttile  same  time  showing  the  position  of  the  buildings, 
Wd  siq^nrteiianoes  of  the  properties  immediately  adjoining, 
h^  width  nd  level  of  the  streets,  &c. 

Votiee  was  given  to  the  council,  and  plans  were  de- 
itod.  It  is  stated  in  the  bill  that,  shortiy  before  the  month 
4  May  (the  particular  date  is  not  stated),  the  plaintiff 
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I8d3.        caased  a  notice  in  writing  to  be  sent  to  the  defending 

Slbb        council  of  their  intention  to  erect  such  new  builcOngstt 

Thb*Cor-     required  by  the  20th  bye-law,  to  be  delivered  to  liie 

FORATioK  OP  surveyor   of   the    said    council,   or  left   at   his  offioei 
Dbadford.    -_-        , 

The  plans  and  sections  so  left  were  several;  they  showed 

'^'^''  •     not  only,  as  required  by  the  bye-law,  the  dimenooH 

and  particular  position  of  every  part  of  the  new  building 

with  reference  to  other  parts  of  the  new  building,  hoi, 

as  mentioned  in  the  bye-law,  they  showed  the  posttm 

of  the  front  of  the  building  with  reference  to  the  ad* 

joining  properties.     On    the    14th    May  the  borongll 

surveyor  informed  the  plaintiffs  that  the  plans,  sectioni^ 

and  particulars  had  been  laid  before  the  building  and 

improvement  committee  of  the  council,  and  that  thi 

committee  had  approved  of  the  same.     Whether  tk- 

committee  had  or  had  not  the  power  to  approve  is  ft 

question  that  must  be  dealt  with ;  but,  assuming  6r  i 

moment  that  they  had  the  power,  it  is  said  that  fldr 

approval  was  only  a  qualified  approval,  so  as  to  reserve  it 

express  terms  to  the  council  the  power  of  altering  the  fiai 

of  the  new  building  with  reference  to  the  portion  of  thi 

street. 

The  surveyor's  note  says  that  the  ratification  <^  tb 

approval  of  any  plans  and  particulars  by  the  building  id 

improvement  committee  refers  only  to  such  matters  id 

to  such  parts  of  the  said  plans  and  particulars  S8  Hi 

required  to  be  set  forth,  shown,  or  described  therdnil 

accordance  with  the  bye-laws.     But  it  appears  that  tk 

bye-law  required,  as  one  of  the  particulars,  a  plan  of  di 

line  with  reference  to  the  adjoining  buildings.     It  is  nii 

that  the  following  passage  amounts  to  a  qualificatioii.'^ 

"  It  will,  therefore,  be  understood  that  the  approval  of  Ai 

committee  gives  no  authority  whatever  for  the  maldmfv 

any  projection  on  the  front  of  any  building  into  any  sMt 

beyond  the  proper  line  or  for  placing  any  building  in$Um 

on  any  part  of  any  street  or  road ; "  and  h^re  are  Ai 

words— "with  reference  to  plans  of  tfnUdiiigs.of  t^ 
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fines  or  widths  of  causeways  or  streets,  or  of  the  height        1868. 

jf  tny  new  chimney  proposed  to  be  built  in  connection 

with  any  mill^  manufactory^  or  business  premises  whatso- 

Ifer,  although  any  or  all  of  such  matters  may  be  fully  jobation  of 

Kt  forth^  shown,  or  described  in  the  plans,  sections,  and         -— ~ 

lotices  deposited  with  and  approved  by  the  committee."       ^^H^Mn  . 

io  fiur  the  language  would  seem  to  favour  the  construction 

i  the  defendants,  but  these  words  follow  : — "  But  in 

»fery  case  in  which  such  work,  alteration,  interference, 

ke.  (that  is  width  of  the  street  or  the  line  of  the  building), 

•  required  to  be  done,  separate  and  specific  notice  thereof 
mt  be  given  to  the  borough  surveyor,  and  the  consent 
V  permission  of  the  committee  or  council  obtained  for 
Ifery  such  work."  But  specific  notice,  as  specific  as  a 
(hn  could  give,  was  given  on  the  first  of  the  plans  de- 
posited, which  shows  exactly  the  line  in  which  the  front  of 
fte  building  was  proposed  to  be  erected  by  the  plaintiffs ; 
lid,  therefore,  this  qualification  of  the  approval  in  no 
hgree  interfered  with  that  argument  upon  which  the 
ihiiitifffi  insist,  namely,  that  their  plan  gave  notice  of 
find  showed  everything  that  was  required  to  be  sub* 
lilted  with  reference  to  the  line  of  the  new  building  for 
he  i^robation  of  the  committee  or  of  the  council.  This 
idoces  the  question  to  thi^  point — whether  the  council 
itve,  under  the  35th  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
i  power  reserved  to  them  to  contravene  the  approval  of 
he  committee ;  for  that  the  approval  of  the  committee 
Vis  given  to  this  line  of  building  under  as  specific  a 
lotiee  as  their  bye-law,  and  their  intimation  of  the 
laalifieation  which  is  annexed  to  their  approval,  required, 
t  beyond  question. 

The  35th  section  of  the  Act- of  1858  is  in  these  terms : — 

*  When  any  house  or  building  has  been  taken  down  in 
Uder  to  be  rebuilt  or  altered,  the  local  board  may  pre- 
ttibe  the  line  in  which  any  house  or  building  to  be  here- 
ifter  built  shall  be  erected,  at  the  same  time  making  com- 
^enaation.'' 
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vm.  The  diflSculty  is  in  recoiunlii^  the  absolute  and 

Blem        language  of  thU  clause  with  what  is  previoiisly  ska 

ij^j^*^j^^     the  34th  clause ;  but,  taking  the  two  together,  it 

ro&ATiov  ov  to  me  that  the  34th  section  authorised  the  local  be 
Bbadvobii* 

make  bye-laws  upon  the  subject,  and  that  the  35th  i 

Mtffvwfif.  ^^^  ^y  1^  considered  to  apply  to  the  case  in  w 
building  has  been  taken  down  without  preyious  wf 
of  the  plan.  I  can  find  no  other  way  of  reconcil] 
two  provisions  of  the  Act,  because  the  coostruetio 
tended  for  by  the  defendants  would  go  this  lengtl 
although  a  man's  plans  and  sections  of  hia  buildii 
have  been  approved  of,  it  is  not  until  he  has  aetuall] 
down  his  building,  whether  the  plan  has  been  ap| 
of  or  not,  that  the  question  of  how  it  is  to  be  re-< 
with  reference  to  the  line  of  the  street,  is  to  b 
sidered  and  determined. 

It  is  plain  that,  if  the  object  of  the  Act  of  Farli 
was  the  improvement  of  the  line  of  street,  it  eould 
have  been  the  intention  that,  although  before  thebi 
was  taken  down  plans  and  sections  with  referenoe 
line  of  the  building  in  connection  with  the  line 
adjoining  buildings  and  streets  had  been  approve 
and  the  owner  of  the  building  took  it  down  xxpi 
faith  of  its  being  erected  in.  the  old  line,  yet,  afl 
building  had  been  taken  down,  a  new  power  shoilli 
on  the  part  of  the  town  council  to  say,  '^  Althoug 
owner  pulled  down  the  building  expecting  to  buik 
in  the  old  line,  we  will  prohibit  it  from  being  so  1 
That  is  not  a  reasonable  construction,  and  could  o: 
adopted  by  this  Court  upon  clear  and  unqualifie 
guage  of  the  Legislature.  The  language  of  the 
section,  taken  in  connection  with  the  35th,  show 
there  is  nothing  in  the  35th  section  (which  is  silent 
plans)  to  interfere  with  what  has  been  done  with  refi 
to  the  approbation  of  plans  of  new  buildings  to  be  e 
in  reference  to  the  line  of  the  streets 
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I  imposrible  not  to  feel  that  there  is  very  great  diffi-        iMa. 
in  arriring  at  the  true  constractlon  of  these  Acts  of        Bi,nm 
ncnt,  and  this  is  distinctly  shown  by  the  fact  that     thb^'cok- 
the  town  council  resolyed  to  interfere  with  the  poRAnaw  ©f 

flSi,  they  misunderstood  the  Act  of  Parliament^  and         

jd  they  had  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  a  power  ^^'^^"•'^f' 
shase  all  that  piece  of  ground  that  would  be  left 
in  the  old  line  of  the  street  and  the  new  line  of 
»nl  The  question^  then,  is  whether,  where  the 
of  a  manufactory  have  delivered  plans  for  the 
al  of  a  town  council,  and  the  council  by  their  corn- 
signify  the  approval  of  their  plans,  and  when,  on 
th  of  that  approval,  the  building  is  taken  down,  it 
wtent  to  the  defendants  to  alter  the  plans  as  to  the 
f  the  building.  In  my  opinion  the  council  had 
to  make  bye-laws.  The  plaintiffs  gave  such  notice 
these  bye-laws  as  was  necessary,  not  only  as  to  the 
f  the  particular  parts  of  the  building,  but  as  to  the 
1  of  the  front  of  the  building  with  reference  to  the 
street.  Under  such  circumstances  the  approval 
l»y  the  surveyor,  not  of  the  committee,  but  of  the 
f  that  is  to  say,  of  the  local  board,  is  one  upon  the 
'  which  the  plaintifis  were  justified  in  the  course 
ok,  and,  if  so,  the  defendants  have  no  right  now  to 
re  with  the  plaintiffs  in  re-erecting  their  building 
ng  to  the  plan  which  was  approved  with  reference 
line  of  the  street. 

«  been  argued  that,  although  the  defendants  have 
[  upon  the  line  of  the  new  building  being  set  back, 
•  not  threaten  to  pull  it  down  again  if  the  plaintiffs 
proceed  to  build  it ;  that  they  do  not  threaten  to 
penalty;  and  the  whole  line  of  their  argument,  and 
;  they  have  been  struggling  for  in  this  Court,  is 
ght  to  insist  upon  the  plaintiffs  setting  it  back, 
unction  which  the  plaintiffs  seek  is  to  restrain  the 
nts  from  interfering  in  any  way  or  exacting  any 
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Judgtmmktm 


1803.        penalty.     In  the  present  stage  of  the  litigation  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  the  injunction  of  the  Conrt  to  pie- 
vent  that  apprehended  interference.     The  position  of 
i^BATioir  OF  the  present  plaintiffs  seems  to  me  eminently  to  rcqiiiic 

the  benign  consideration  of  the  Court     In  good  fiuth, 
with  an  honesty  which  cannot  be  impugned,  they  pnlUi 
down  their  building,  relying  upon  the  approTal  of  dtt 
committee,  and  trusting  without  doubt  that  when  tlief 
had  pulled  it  down  they  might  rebuild  it  in  the  saae ' 
line  with  reference  to  the  street  as  indicated  in  tk 
plan  which  had  been  approved  by  the  surveyor  of  thS'jj 
town  council.     If  I  were,  by  refusing  an  injunction  now, 
to  leave  the  question  in  the  state  in  which  it  would  be 
but  for  the  interference  of  the  Court,  the  position  of  the 
present  plaintiffs  would  be  one  of  great  difficulty.    Their 
manufactory  would  remain  pulled  down,  although  w- 
immediate  re-erection  is  obviously  required  for  the  pi^ 
pose  of  continuing  the  works  and  setting  the  buflineei'^ 
going  which  they  have  been  for  years  engaged  in  eet*! 
ducting.     Upon  the  whole,  with  a  full  sense  of  aU  thl] 
difficulties  of  the  question,  I  must  grant  an  injunctioi 
until  the  hearing  of  the  cause  to  restrain  the  defendaiti 
in  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  motion. 
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1SG3. 

ADAMS  r.  swoRDER.  ^;;;;;rs,^ 

US  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  against  Thomas      Thopiain- 
irder  and  William  G.  Ree^  praying  that  the  sale  to  the  cated  bank- 
ndants  by  the  plaintiff's  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  ™P  pounded* 
life  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  freehold  estate  called  with  his 

^  -m  \      n  ^^  n  t       Creditors,  filed 

Cftimons  ifiState^  and  of  a  policy  of  assurance  on  the  abuumpeach- 

itiff*8  Kfe,  might  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  and  void,  from  hiT*^  "^ 

he  plaintiff,  prior  to  his  bankruptcy,  carried  on  business  ai^Jfirnoes  ^^^ 

banker  and  a  maltster  at  Hertford  and  Ware>  and  was  property  by 

dicated  bankrupt  in  July,  1856.     Two  of  his  creditors  his  assignees; 

5  appointed  assignees  of  his  estate,  the  official  assignee  cross^wlmi- 

ff  Mr.  Whitmore,  and  afterwards  Mr.  Cannan.  n*^^^^  ^^ 

^  Court  It  ap- 

ne  defendant  Thomas  Sworder  was  a  member  of  the  pearing  in  the 

rfT  c?         J  •     T  T  'x  A   opinion  of  the 

Liongmore,  bworder,  &  Longmore,  solicitors  at  comtthat 

tfoid,  who,  together  with  Messrs.  Lawrance,  Plows,  &  Jl^n^^^^u- 
^er,  were  employed  by  the  nssi^^nees  as  joint  solicitors  duient,and 

.    '  .      f     ,       1  that  after  his 

he  estate  m  the  bankruptcy  bankruptcy  he 

lie  bill  aUeged  that  the  defendant  Sworder,  having  JUJeh!^'^^ 
A  as  solicitors  to  the  assic^nees,  had  acquired  a  know-  ^"l^  ^^  ^i» 

°  *  real  estate 

le  of  the  value  of  the  estate.     The  bill  also  alleged  vested  in  his 
t  the  defendant  Eee,  a  partner  in  the  firm  of  Kee  &  ^attd  ""^ 
1,  surveyors  and  auctioneers  at  Ware,  had  been  em-  ^oy*^^^"  y^ 
ycd  by  the  assignees  in  making  a  survey  of  the  estate,  own  benefit 
1  in  that  capacity  acquired  a  knowledge  of  its  value.        him  at  the 
Ihc  property  now  in  question  was  advertised  for  sale  by  b^kruJjcy 
blic    auction,    together   with   other  property  of   the  and  not 

'         °  *^     '^      '^  entered  in  his 

imtifiT,  on  the   21st  October,  1856.      The  particulars  schedule  or 

fcted  the  lot  to  be  of  the  estimated  annual  value  of  750/.,  to  w^assignees 

^  that  the  age  of  the  plaintiff  was  forty-seven  years.  ^  ^c  ^^^?^' . 

pon  the  life  estite  being  put  up  for  sale  the  highest  missed  the 

Wer  was  Mr.  Henry  Page,  of  Ware,  who  bid  2860/.  for  without  pro- 

'  lot ;  but  the  assignees  bought  it  in  at  2890/.  ^^^^^  ^^^^^ 

'Ol.   IV,'  U  assignees. 
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Statement, 


On  the  23rd  December,  1856^  the  property  was  agun 
put  up  for  sale  by  auction  at  the  Saracen's  Head,  WaiCi 
The  particulars  were  stated  as  previously  with  regard  to 
the  freehold  estate^  and  that  two  bonuses,  amoontini; 
together  to  118/.  10^.  had  been  declared  on  the  policy. 
The  defendant  Bee  was  declared  the  purchaser  for  theioa 
of  2020/.,  which  was  inadequate. 

The  defendants  Sworder  and  Ree  admitted  that  it  wai 
agreed  between  them  that  Sworder  should  advance  tb 
money  at  the  sale  in  case  the  defendant  Bee  bought,  anl 
that  they  should  be  jointly  interested  in  the  purchase,  aal 
bear  the  profits  and  losses  equally.  In  the  deed  of  conTSf* 
ance  from  the  assignees,  dated  6th  August,  1857,  itwM 
expressly  recited  that  Sworder  had  advanced  the  sum  of 
2020/.  to  Bee.  The  conveyance  was  to  Sworder,  solge^ 
to  redemption  on  payment  by  Bee  of  2020/1  and  intereit 
The  answer  also  admitted  that  the  defendant  Bee  was  tk 
sole  bidder  for  the  life  interest,  but  the  defendants  mit 
it  was  not  the  fact  that  the  sum  was  not  three  yeso^ 
purchase  for  the  life  interest,  and  they  made  out  the  ooi» 
trary  by  reference  to  the  true  annual  value  of  the  Efc 
interest. 

The  debts  under  the  bankruptcy  were  about  95,600lt 
and  the  assets  about  60,000/. 

In  1860  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  make  a  compomtiQi 
with  his  creditors,  under  the  Act  of  1849,  at  the  raterf 
6s.  in  the  pound ;  and  in  pursuance  of  such  proposal  a  sol 
of  500/.  was  in  February  pdd  by  the  plaintiff  into  th 
Bank  of  England. 

By  a  deed  dated  the  14th  March^  1860^  and  mall 
between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part  and  the  assignees  of 
the  other  part,  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  the  siijA 
cation  in  July,  1856,  and  that  at  a  meeting  of  his  crediM 
on  tho  6th  January  then  last  past  the  plaintiff  madetf 
offer  of  composition  with  his  creditors,  which  was  accepts^i 
and  that  at  another  meeting  on  the  10th  Febmaiy  inM' 
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enths  in  number  and  value  of  the  creditors  then  present 
peed  to  accept  the  offer ;  and  that  by  such  offer  the 
aintiff  and  one  James  Mason  agreed  to  pay  to  the 
editors  500/.  by  way  of  composition,  and  by  way  of  full 
Khorge  of  all  debts  and  claims  due  or  claimed  to  be  due 
)m  the  plaintiff  to  his  creditors  under  the  bankruptcy ; 
d  an  order  of  the  London  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  dated 
8  10th  February,  1860,  ^ving  liberty  to  the  plaintiff 
pay  in  the  500/. ;  and  that  the  sum  of  500/.  had  been 
iy  paid  to  the  official  assignee ;  and  that  various  sales 
i  been  made  of  the  plaintiff's  real  and  personal  estate 
the  assignees ;  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that,  in 
ler  to  protect  and  indemnify  the  assignees,  '^  and  all 
sons  claiming  under  them,*'  from  all  liability  and  risk 
arred  by  them  by  reason  of  any  acts  or  things  done  or 
horised  to  be  done  by  them ;  and  in  order  to  ratify  and 
Srm  all  such  acts  and  things :  it  was  witnessed  that  the 
ntiff  thereby  ratified  and  confirmed  all  and  singular 
sales,  to.f  entered  into  by  the  assignees ;  and  thereby 
iared  that  every  such  sale,  purchase,  contract,  agree** 
it,  &c.,  should  be  thenceforth  as  binding  on  him  as  if 

bankruptcy  had  not  taken  place;  and  he  thereby 
nitted  and  released  the  assignees,  &c. 
^n  the  4th  May,  1860,  Mr.  Commissioner  Fane  made 
order  whereby,  afler  reciting  the  order  of  the  25th 
(Ty  1856,  500/.  had  been  paid  into  the  bank ;  and  re- 
ig  also  an  indenture  of  release  and  indemnity  to  the 
gneei  bearing  date  that  day,  which  indenture  had  been 
cated  by  the  bankrupt,  and  Mr.  Lawrance,  solicitor  to 
aaugnees,  appearing  and  consenting  to  the  order,  it 

ordered  that  the  adjudication  be  annulled  and  the 
tion  be  dismissed;  but  the  order  was  expressly  without 
jodice  to  any  sale  made,  or  other  act,  matter,  or  thing 
e  by  the  assignees  or  otherwise  under  the  adjudication, 
also  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  creditors  to 
nvs  the  said  sum  of  500/.,  and  any  other  sum  in  the 
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hands  of  the  official  assignee,  by  way  of  dividend  or  co 
position. 

On  the  9th  of  July,  1861,  the  plaintiff  filed  this 
impeaching  the  purchase  by  Sworder,  and  made  cerl 
amendments,  but  the  assignees  were  not  parties  to 
suit. 

The  defendant  Sworder,  by  his  answer  filed  the 
October,  1861,  denied  the  plaintiff's  right  to  impeach 
sale,  and  contended  that,  if  he  ever  had  any  right  tc 
so,  such  right  had  been  lost  by  the  release  and  indenu 
of  the  14th  March,  1860,  or  by  the  delay  which  had  ta 
place  in  instituting  the  present  proceedings. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Herbert  Smith  opened  the  case 
the  plaintiff,  and  relied  on  the  rule  of  law  that  prohihite 
solicitor  from  purchasing  from  his  client ;  in  this  case 
property  was  purchased  at  a  grossly  inadequate  sum. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Marten  appeared  for  the  defend 
Sworder. 

Mr.  Hobhouee^  Mr.  Waller^  and  Mr.  Newsan  appeft 
for  the  defendant  Bee. 

Mr.  Hardy  watched  the  case  for  the  acting  assignees' 

Mr.  Bacouy  on  the  evidence  being  read,  cross-examii 
the  plaintiff,  who  admitted  that  after  his  bankroptcj 
lived  in  and  about  the  neighbourhood  of  Ware.  ' 
knew  Kee  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  was  on  indou 
terms  with  him.  Since  the  bankruptcy  he  had  s 
quently  called  at  his  house.  He  knew  Bee  was 
possession  of  the  garden  part  of  the  premises;  ^ 
that  he  had  bought  it  at  the  sale.  He  knew  what  S 
gave  for  it ;  he  never  remonstrated.  Ree  said  wit"* 
might  live  there  again  if  he  pleased.     Witness  tdd  ^ 
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itdr  he  did  not  know  who  the  real  owners  of  the 
ertj  were,  but  thought  he  could  get  the  receipts  from 
«nant.  Witness  went  to  James  Mason^  and  got  the 
pts  from  him  in  May  or  June^  1861.  They  were 
1 15th  October,  1858.     Witness  was  positive  he  got 

in  May  or  June,  1861. 

lat  witness  had  brought  an  action  against  a  person 
id  Cobham  for  a  sum  of  60/.,  which  he  advanced  to 
"or  the  purchase  of  a  share  in  the  Town  Hall,  1856. 

the  witness  forgot  to  state  to  the  assignees, 
lat  witness  had  had  a  litigation  with  his  nepliew 
lel  Adams  for  money  advanced  to  the  latter  during 
ainority,  to  the  extent  of  997/.  He  had  sued  his 
ew  since  the  bankruptcy.  The  matter  was  referred 
bitration,  and  the  balance  was  about  to  be  paid.  This 
lot  appear  on  the  face  of  witness's  last  examination  in 
niptcy^  but  the  accountant  employed  by  the  solicitors 
ie  assignees  knew  all  about  it.  The  fact  that  the 
ew  owed  this  money  did  not  appear  in  the  account, 
e  also  commenced  an  action  against  a  person  named 
an  for  200/1,  which  he  owed  him.  This  sum  also  was 
itated  in  his  schedule. 

he  witness  further  admitted  that  a  Mr.  Coker,  after 
)ankruptcy,  bought  a  field  and  paid  209/.  for  it^  and 
ess  paid  him  80/.  soon  after  the  sale  of  Cannons^  and 
balance  in  June  following.  Coker  bought  as  a  trustee 
bim. 

he  witness  said  that  his  brother  Thomas  Adams  had 
n  him  100/.  two  or  three  times  :  he  thought  he  gave 
200/.  in  the  year  1857.  James  Gabriel^  his  brother- 
kw,  gave  witness  200/.^  and  more  in  the  year  1857. 
Btated  that  he  claimed  10^000/.,  part  of  a  sum  of 
00/1,  in  a  suit  oi  Kay  v.  Johnston;  he  further  admitted, 
six  months  ago  he  purchased  a  house  for  210/.  He 
sworn  to  the  truth  of  his  last  examination  in  bank- 
er. 
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Mr.  Page  was  also  cross-examined,  and  he  stated  he 
would  hare  given  25007.  for  the  property,  but  did  notlnd 
at  the  second  sale  because  he  had  received  a  letter  fioai 
the  solicitors  of  the  assignees  stating  that  they  had  no 
authority  to  take  less  than  3000/. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  following  cases  were 
cited  on  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  sale:— 
Chnrman  v.  Charman  (a),  Wearing  v.  Ellis  (i),  (fBrioL 
V.  Lewis  (c),  Hatch  v.  Hatch  (rf),  PooUy  r.  QuiUer  (e), 
JEx  parte  Morgan  (/),  Gresley  v.  Mouiley  (y),  ExparU 
James  (/t),  Gippi  v.  Daniel  (i),  Stump  v.  Gaby  (ft). 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence,  the  Vioe-ChanC£Ic 
LOR,  addressing  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  said,  assuming  tbift 
you  establish  the  case  alleged  in  the  pleadings  that  tfak 
sale  was  improper,  how  can  the  plaintiff  maintain  this  suit 
when  bis  title  depends  on  a  composition  which  it  is  evident 
was  fraudulently  obtained  ?  The  assignees  are  not  before 
the  Court 

Mr.  Malins — The  plaintiff  must  proceed  without  »• 
signees,  because  there  were  none.  The  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  matter  of  his  bankruptcy  was  not  what  it 
ought  to  have  been,  but  still  that  did  not  deprive  him  of 
his  civil  rights.  As  soon  as  the  adjudication  in  bankruptcy 
was  annulled  the  plaintiff  resumed  all  his  rights  over  the 
property.  Because  a  plaintiff  had  once  done  wrong  he 
was  not  for  ever  to  be  refused  relief.  In  the  case  of 
Sharp  V.  Taylor  (/),  where  the  plaintiff  sought  an  sfr. 
count  of  moneys  which  had  been  obtained  by  means  of 
a  violation  of  the  fiscal  laws,  the  same  objection  not 
taken  was  raised,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue,  bot 
Lord  Cottenham  refused  to  listen  to  the  objection.    The 


(a)  14  Yes.  580,  584. 

\h)  6  De  G.  M.  &  G.  596. 

\e)  Anihy  221. 

{d)  9  Ves.  292. 

(e)  2  De  G.  &  J.  327. 

(/)  12  Vee.  6, 


{g)  4  De  G.  &  J.  78;».cl 
Giff.  450. 
(ft)  8  Ves.  337. 
{%)  4  Giff.  1. 

(ft)  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  883* 
(0  2  PhiU.  801. 
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laintiff  was  now  in  the  same  situation  as  if  be  had  got 
ie  property  back  from  persons  to  whom  be  had  given  a 
>wer  of  attorney,  and  which  he  had  revoked. 

be  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  plaintiff's  right  to  sue,  if  any,  depends  upon  the 
rangement  entered  into  by  bis  creditors  with  him,  and 
on  the  deed  of  composition  and  release  founded  on 
s  arrangement,  which  has  been  sanctioned  by  the  Court 
Bankruptcy.  If  it  appears  that  the  composition  was 
t  in  fact  made  bondjide  '^the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  does 
t  exist.  Now,  from  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  him- 
f  it  is 'quite  plain  that  the  agreement,  which  had  been 
ictioned  by  the  Court,  was  entered  into  by  the  plaintiff 
ier  he  had  purchased  for  himself  part  of  the  property  which 
Med  under  the  bankruptcy.    Early  in  the  case  I  put  it 

the  plwitiff's  counsel  whether  it  was  possible  to 
loeed  with  the  suit  without  there  being  some  one  to 
[yresent  the  creditors.  The  plaintiff  thought  he  could 
lintain  the  suit.     But,  supposing  the  plaintiff's  claim  to 

made  out,  it  seems  clear  that  any  benefit  which  may 
erne  to  him  under  the  suit  ought  to  belong  to  the  credi- 
m  who  have  received  6f .  in  the  pound  only  of  their  debts. 
id  the  estate  been  sold  at  double  the  value  not  one 
nny  of  the  proceeds  ought  to  have  found  its  way  into  the 
ckets  of  the  plaintiff.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
1  must  be  dismissed,  but  without  costs,  and  without 
qndice  to  the  rights  of  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  to 
ki  such  proceedings  as  they  may  be  advised. 
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Mar^Q^u.  LODGE  V.  PRITCHARD. 

two  partners  JL  RIOR  to  the  year  1837  Adam  Lodge,  of  Liv< 

o^er^^n^*  merchant,  carried  on  business  with  Robert  Grave 

afterwards  bo-  Cvrus  Morrell  as  ropemakers,  under  the  style  of  ( 

came  bank-  if                                     •.                                                tf 

rupt,  the  joint  &  Company.     Messrs.  Moss  &  Co.  were  the  ban! 

administered  ^^^  ^^^™«    ^°  ^^^^  Adam  Lodge  died,  having  ap[ 

in  bankruptcy,  Messrs.  Pritchard,  Colbom,   and   Lodge  his  exe 

and  the  sepa-  '                    '                        ® 

rate  estate  of  and  at  his  death  upwards  of  7500/.  was  due  to  D 

partner  in  thu  Moss  from  the  firm  of  Graves  &  Co.      Soon  afti 

thattheToint  Lodge's  death   Graves,  the  surviving    partner,   I 

creditors  who  bankrupt,  and  on  the  14th  March,  1838,  the  wl 

were  part 

paid  in  bank-  the  bankrupt's  estate  was  divided  among  his  ere 

not  entitled?  Messrs.  Moss  &  Co.  proved  for  their  debt,  and  re 

to  prove  a  dividend  amounting  to  437/.  14^.  lOd.  out  of  the 

against  the  ^      '^ 

separate  estate  rupt's  estate,  leaving  a  balance  due  to  them  of  upw 

partner  j9Ari  7000/.     In   1842   Mr.  Morrell   filed   a  biU  again 

crcdrtoM^/^^  testator  Adam  Lodge's  executors  in  order  to  obU 

the  solvent  the   benefit   of  a  certain    a^^reement  which    the 

partner.  ,                   , 

Where  a  declared  established  against  the  separate  estate  of  1 

tiws  the  be-^  Subsequently  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  und 

nefitofadecree  ^^  of  Adam  Lodge  filed  a  bill  to  administer  the  tes 

foradminis-  ^ 

teringthe  estate.     The    executors  also  filed  a  bill  for  the 

estate  of  the  in-  .       ,^-^    -.,             ^-.           «     ^          i 

soiventpartner  purpose,  and  m  1850  Messrs.  Moss   &  Co.  also 

oJder^f^pay-''  ^iU  to  administer  the   testator's   estete.     The  ac 

mentofhis  y^eve   accordingly  taken.     In  1857  Morrell   revive 

debt  and  costs,  ,                                    i               i   i  m«      i  •     • 

the  executors'  suit,  and  filed  a  supplemental  bill  clauning  the  bei 

^argesTimt^^  the  administration  suits,  and  that  the  testator's 

^^Xo  *  h^  *^'  ™^g^^  ^^  applied  in  payment  of  his  debts.     The  a 

denied  assets  of  the  suits  was  given  to  Morrell.     Moss  and  Morrd 

postponed  to  the  only  simple  contract  creditors  who  proved.    On 

Mtu^of  the*^  the  accounts  the  testator's  estate  was  found  to  be  i 

Joint  crtditor.  oient  to  pay  his  debts. 
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Mr.  Matins  and  IVIr.  S.  Smithy  for  Morrell,  a  simplo        1803. 
Dtract  creditor  of  the  separate  estate  of  Lodge^  coll- 
ided that  the  joint  creditors  could  only  claim  against  v. 

,         .  Paitohahd. 

}  surplus  after  the  satisfaction  of  the  separate  debts :         

ayv.  Chiiwell{a\  Ridgway  v.  Clare  (b).  But  even  ^^^ununt. 
ie  the  joint  creditors  entitled  to  proceed  against  the 
it  estate  thej  would  be  entitled  to  payment  according 
jriority:  Morricev.  The  Bank  of  England{c).  As  to 
1^  a  simple  contract  creditor  who  filed  a  bill  to  admi- 
er  the  debtor's  estate  was  entitled  to  his  costs  in 
rity  over  specialty  creditors:  Larkiru  v.  Paxton{d), 
also  Ex  parte  Kennedy  {e)* 

Ir.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Druce  for  the  Messrs.  Moss^ 
liters  of  the  partnership. 

Q  this  case  there  was  no  longer  any  joint  estate^  and  the 
liter  was  therefore  entitled  to  prove  against  the  separate 
,te  of  Lodge.  In  Cornell  v.  5iAM(/)itwa8  laid  down 
;  in  a  creditor's  suit  for  administering  the  assets  of  B. 
int  creditor  of  A.  and  B.  was  permitted  to  prove,  A. 
ing  become  bankrupt,  there  being  no  joint  assets  of  A. 
B.  In  Ex  parte  Baureman  iy)  it  was  declared  that  a  joint 
liter  could  prove  against  the  separate  estate  where 
re  is  no  joint  estate  and  no  solvent  partner.  The 
le  doctrine  was  in  effect  laid  down  in  Sadler  r. 
\icn{h).  \Wilkinton  v.  Henderton  (1),  Devaynes  v. 
ile{k)  were  also  cited.] 

t  was  clear,  therefore,  that  in  the  present  state  of  cir- 
istances  the  creditor  was  entitled  to  have  his  debt  and 
ks  satisfied  out  of  the  separate  estate.    The  executors 

(a)  0  V«8. 118.  (/)  2  ILusB.  191. 

(b)  19  Bear.  111.  ig)  3  Dea.  470. 
(e)  3  Swanst.  573.  (A)  16  Yes.  62. 
((2)  4  M.  &  E.  320.  (t)  1  M.  &  E.  682. 
(r)  2  De  G.  M.  k  S.  228.  (^)  1  Mer.  530. 
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had  denied  assets,  and  it  was  clear  the  creditor's  eoets 
must  be  paid  in  priority  to  theirs. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Kay. — The  ordinary  rule  was  thai 
the  executors  were  entitled  to  their  costs  as  a  prior  chiige, 
and  there  was  no  ground  for  departing  fix)m  such  ordioaiy 
rule.  [Tipping  y.  Power  (a),  Gannt  v.  Taylor  (b)fUi 
Bennet  v.  Going  (c)  were  cited.] 

Mr.  Greene^  Mr.  fVelfordy  Mr.  Bushy  and  Mr.  jSaarafi 
appeared  for  the  other  parties. 


Judgmini.      The  ViCE-ChANCELLOR  : — 

Where  there  are  two  partners,  and  one  has  beoome  bank- 
rupt, and  the  other,  a  solvent  partner,  has  died  before  tti 
bankruptcy ;  and  where  there  are  joint  debts  of  the  part* 
nership ;   where  also  there  is  to  be  in  bankruptcy  an  ad* 
ministration  of  the  joint  estate,  and  in  this  Court  as 
administration  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  deceaul 
partner,  I  consider  it  settled  not  only  by  the  case  of 
Gray  v.    ChiiwelU    but    by  subsequent    decisions,  thai 
the  joint  creditors,  who  have  received  only  part  paymeal 
out  of  the  joint  estate  under  the  bankruptcy,  althongk 
they  may  come  in  as  creditors  upon  the  estate  of  tin 
deceased  partner,  cannot  come  in  pari  pastu  with  tbs 
separate  creditors  of  the  deceased  partner.     Cowdl  t. 
Sikes^  unless  upon  very  close  examination,  seems  to  dii' 
turb  this  view ;  but  in  fact  it  does  not.     The  judgmsot 
of  Lord  Gifibrd  in    CoweU  v.   Syhe$  affirms  the  prift* 
ciple  upon  'which  Gray  v.  Chiswell  was  decided.     He  aajif 
^'  The  only  authority  on  which  it  has  been  attempted  to 
support  this  petition  is  the  case  of  Gray  y.  Ohmoettf  wiMR 
creditors  having  joint  demands  against  two  persona^  ^ 
whom  the  survivor  became  bankrupt,  were  pennittedlo 

(a)  1  Hare,  405.  (b)  2  Hare,  413.  (e)  I  VoUofi  m 
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novo  against  the  estate  of  the  one  who  was  dead,  and  1803. 

»   come    in    for  payment    of  what   was  due  to   them  Lodob 

[K>n  the  surplus   which  remained  after  satisfying  the  phitchard. 

iparate  debts.     There  the    Lord   Chancellor  did    not  ,  " —  , 

*  ^  ^  ^  ,  Judgment, 

mnit  the  joint  creditors  to  come  in  pari  passu  with  the 
iptrate  creditors,  and  that  part  of  the  order  which  is 
fied  upon  as  furnishing  a  precedent  here  does  not  seem 
>  have  been  opposed."  Lord  Gifford  stating  that  this 
as  what  was  decided  in  Grat/  v.  Chiswelly  does  not 
lect  to  disturb  it.  Lord  Eldon,  before  whom  the 
ise  of  Cowell  v.  Sikes  came,  upon  a  petition  which 
IS  not  regularly  a  petition  of  appeal,  gave  his  final 
dgment  in  these  terms: — ^^  In  the  circumstances  of 
is  case,  the  proceedings  at  law^  and  the  state  of  the 
nds,  I  think  the  creditor  may  prove  against  the  sepa- 
te  estate  "(a).  No  doubt  he  may.  But  that  does 
rt  prove  that  he  is  to  be  paid  pari  passu  with  the 
parate  creditors.  I  find,  in  a  case  of  Ridgway  v.  Clare^ 
ifore  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  principle 
laid  down  exactly  in  the  same  terms  as  in  Gray  v. 
JdswslL  The  Master  of  the  Eolls  says,  '^Suppose 
18  surviving  partner  insolvent,  either  there  is  a  bank- 
iptey  or  an  insolvency,  in  either  of  wliich  cases  the 
ise  of  Gray  v.  Chiswell  is  precisely  in  point ;  and  there 
le  joint  creditors  must  resort,  in  the  first  instance, 
)  the  joint  fund,  and  can  only  come  against  so  much  of 
be  separate  estate  as  will  remain  after  paying  the  separate 
nditors  "  (6).  That  is  a  very  recent  decision,  and  affirms 
ks  principle  so  clearly  that  in  my  opinion  it  ought  not  to  be 
Gstarbed,  Lord  Bldon  and  Lord  Thurlow  in  the  earlier 
Mas  express  surjgise  that  joint  creditors  were  allowed 
osome  in  at  alL  Li  this  case  I  have  no  doubt  upon  the 
Klgeeft;  and  if  it  be  necessary  to  have  a  declaration,  I  shall 
belare  that  the  joint  creditor  is  entitled  to  claim  only 

(a)  2  Baas.  196,  (h)  19  Beav.  116. 
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._,-^^-  upon  80  much  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  Lodge  as  M 
LoDQB  remain  after  paying  the  separate  creditors. 
PRXTcnARD.  The  costs  of  Moss  &  Co.^  and  the  costs  of  Morral 
Judgment,  seem  to  me  to  stand  on  a  very  different  footing.  If  Moneffi 
debt  and  costs  were  paid  in  priority  to  the  chum  of  tiM 
executors  there  would  remain  quite  sufficient  to  pay  tb 
executors^  so  that  it  is  hardly  worth  while  to  nuae  A 
question.  But  Moss  &  Co.  came  here  on  a  diffen 
footing.  I  think  that  where  a  joint  creditor  comes  in  t 
take  the  benefit  of  a  decree  to  administer  a  Bepaiil 
estate,  unless  in  an  extraordinary  case,  the  costs  of  d 
executor,  as  well  as  the  payment  of  the  separate  debl 
must  come  out  of  the  assets  before  the  joint  creditor  o 
get  anything.  There  may  be  extraordinary  circumataoc 
of  conduct  which  may  raise  a  question  between  a  joi 
creditor  and  an  executor.  But  here  there  is  nothing 
the  sort,  the  only  irregularity  being  with  reference  tot 
payment  of  some  of  the  debts  of  joint  creditors.  I  ha 
not  a  doubt  that  the  executor's  costs  ought  to  come  oot 
the  assets  before  the  joint  creditor  can  get  anything. 

But  I  have  an  equally  strong  impression,  on  looU 
at  the  nature  of  the  litigation^  the  decree  obtained  I 
Morrell,  and  his  position  as  a  litigant,  that  he  is  entid 
to  his  principal  money,  interest,  and  costs,  including  all  I 
costs  in  the  litigation,  before  the  executors.  When  a  ci 
ditor,  suing  for  his  own  debt,  gets  a  decree  of  the  Court 
pay  his  debt  and  costs^  that,  being  a  specific  order  io  I 
suit,  involves  the  costs  of  his  litigation.  But  if  the  eiae 
tors  do  not  admit  assets^  and  there  is  to  be  an  account  tab 
and  thereupon  assets  are  found,  upon  what  principle  eas 
be  held  that  the  executors  who  have  denied  that  there  ai 
assets  be  allowed  to  have  their  costs  before  the  creditor? 
should  be  very  sorry  to  disturb  the  general  rule  which  «> 
titles  executors  to  have  their  costs  of  administering  theaiMi 
to  a  testator.     That  general  rule  proceeds  on  a  veiy  ^ 
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I,  that  before  what  has  been  entrusted  to  them  and  }^^ 
ir  hands  is  taken  out  of  their  hands  they  shall  be  Lodqb 
led  against  all  expenses  incurred  in  the  discharge  Prxtchapji. 
lutj.  That  principle  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  judgmeHt. 
principle  that  ought  not  to  be  disturbed  is,  that 
a  complicated  litigation  for  the  administration  of 
f  one  creditor  alone,  upon  one  particular  document 
holds,  as  in  this  case,  has  been  obliged  to  come 
not  to  be  a  litigant  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 
ditors,  but  to  recover  payment  of  his  own  debt,  if 
Ligation  of  some  duration  he  succeeds  in  getting 
of  the  Court  which  directs  that  the  executors 
his  debt  and  costs  without  any  mention  what- 
16  costs  of  the  executors,  that  decree  is  to  be  con- 
as  to  give  the  creditor  a  right,  which  attaches 
the  assets,  to  have  his  debt  and  costs  paid.  That 
I  me  to  be  this  case,  and  I  do  not  see  that  I  can 
»  what  is  asked  on  the  part  of  the  executors  as  to 
Tell,  without  depriving  him  of  the  benefit  of  the 
rhich  he  seems  to  have  got  not  without  difficulty 
vfithout  expense.  So  the  matter  stands,  clear  of 
stion  of  the  administration  of  the  estate.  The 
I  to  the  administration  of  the  estate  was  not  made 
ill's  suit.  As  to  the  report  in  the  suit  in  which 
ators'  accounts  were  taken,  and  in  which  they 
;e  to  show  that  in  the  very  difficult  position 
h  they  were  placed  they  have  accounted  for 
ig — as  to  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  their 
But  it  is  impossible  to  deal  with  the  suit  of 
'.  Pritchard  before  Mr.  Morrell  is  disposed 
'ge  y.  Pritchard  is  for  the  general  administration 
.  Morrell's  suit  is  for  the  recovery  of  his  own 
1  now  the  time  has  arrived  when  nobody  denies 
18  entitled  to  be  paid.  The  question  is  simply 
its ;  and  I  think  I  best  follow  the  rules  of  this 
3  as  to  give  their  just  rights  to  all  parties,  by 
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holding  that^  in  this  particubr  case^  Morrall  has  ^ 
blished  his  right  to  a  decree  for  the  taxation  of  al/  ii 
costs  of  the  litigation,  and  to  the  payment  of  his  debt  uxl 
those  costs. 


Feb.  nth. 

On  a  bUl 
by  a  cestui  que 
trust  against 
trustees  and 
executors 
to  make  them 
liable  for 
loss  alleged  to 
ha?e  been 
sustained  by 
the  sale  of 
the  testator's 
business  and 
stock  in  trade 
against 

the  will  of  the 
plaintiff;  to 
one  person 
instead  of 
another,  who, 
he  alleged, 
would  hare 
made  a  higher 
offer,  the 
Court  held 
that,  the 
trustees 
having  acted 
with  due  de- 
liberation, and 
in  the  honest 
exercise  of 
their  discre- 
tion, the  tru8«> 
toes,  were  not 
liable,  and 
gave  them 
their  costs  of 
the  suit. 


SELBY  t;.  BOWIE. 

f)  ANE  SELB  Y9  who  up  to  her  death  carried  on  hwnm 
as  an  outfitter  at  Portsmouth,  by  her  will  gave  ail  her 
real  and  personal  estate^  of  whatsoever  kind,  to  the  de> 
fendants,  their  heirs,  executors^  administratorsi  and  asngiii} 
upon  trust,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  ha 
decease,  to  sell  and  absolutely  dispose  of  the  same  bf 
public  auction  or  private  contract,  '^for  such  price  or 
prices  in  money,  and  under  such  stipulations  or  conditioai 
as  to  title  or  otherwise,  and  generally  in  such  manner  in 
all  respects  as  they  or  he,  her  said  trustee  or  trustee! 
for  the  time  being,  should  think  fit."  The  will  also  went 
on  to  provide  ^^  that  her  said  trustees  should  be  without 
responsibility  for  any  loss  or  damage  to  be  occasioned  by' 
such  sole  or  sales ;  and  the  money  was  to  then  form  part 
of  the  personal  estate.  She  then  gave  certain  life  annuitiei 
and  pecuniary  legacies,  and  bequeathed  the  whole  of  tin 
residue  to  the  plaintiff,  her  brother,  for  life,  without  powtf 
of  anticipation,  and  after  his  decease  as  he  should  by  will 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  her  own  neit 
of  kin  under  the  Statutes  of  Distribution. 

Besides  her  business  she  was  also  seised  of  the  fee 
simple  of  the  shop  and  premises  on  which  the  busioetf 
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on^  as  devisee  under  the  will  of  her  brother 
a  Selby. 

)j  had  conducted  the  business  for  thirty-four 
Aer  his  death  in  1 854  the  testatrix  continued 
:^k  in  trade  at  his  death  was  very  valuable^  and 
ing  book  debts  amounted  to  about  14,000/. 
r  the  death  of  the  testatrix  a  dispute  arose 

plaintiff  and  defendants  as  to  the  disposal  of 
3.  The  plaintiff  was  anxious  to  sell  it  to 
ser  &  Davis^  on  the  ground  that  Fraser  had 
reman  of  J.  C.  Selby  for  twenty-six  years 
i  decease;  and  that  J.  C.  Selby  before  his 
ised  a  letter  to  him^  in  which  he  stated  it  had 
ention  to  continue  in  the  business  for  a  few 
len  hand  it  over  to  Fraser^  and  recommended 
y  it  on  for  Mrs.  Selby^  and  that  she  would 
liberally. 

inaged  the  business  for  the  testatrix  until  the 
856,  when  a  dispute  having  arisen  he  left  her 

started  in  business  on  his  own  account  in 
with  Mr.  John  Davis.  On  the  22nd  Feb- 
,  Messrs.  Fraser  &  Davis  wrote  to  the  plain- 
to  take  the  business ;  the  stock  at  a  fair  valua- 
Y  money,  and  the  premises  at  a  rental  of  14  OZ. 
3  purchase  the  premises  at  a  fair  valuation, 
ees  wished  to  dispose  of  the  business  to 
&  Eamcs^  who  had  been  in  the  service  of  the 
d  who  were  also  desirous  of  purchasing  the 
de  and  paying  for  the  same  by  instalments, 
men  also  offered  to  rent  the  premises  at  100/. 
upon  being  informed  of  the  offer  of  Messrs, 
avis  they  sent  a  written  proposal,  dated  the 
ary,  offering  to  take  the  stock  and  shop 
I  valuation  to  be  made  in  the  usual  way^  and 
r  in  cash  on  the  1 5  th  April,  a  firm  in  London 
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1BQ8.        undertaking  to  make  the  payment.    The  proponl  wu 
Selbt       that  the  premises,  including  fixtures  and  trade  fixtnreBi 

Bowu.  ^^^®  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^™  ^^  fourteen  years  on  a  repairing 
lease,  at  a  rent  of  140/.9  from  Lady  Day  then  next 
The  outstanding  debts  to  be  collected  by  the  execaton ; 
Messrs.  Guy  &  Eames  to  assist  the  executors  in  maldng 
up  the  accounts  of  the  estate  and  collecting  the  debts,  if 
required  so  to  do,  but  not  to  have  any  right  to  interfere. 

The  plaintiff  on  the  14th  March,  1862,  filed  this  Ull 
against  the  executors  and  trustees  of  the  will  of  Jane 
Sclby,  praying  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  might  be  caniid 
into  effect  and  the  usual  covenants  taken.  The  bill  ako 
prayed  for  a  receiver ;  also  that  the  defendants  might  be 
restrained  from  selling  testatrix's  business  and  stock-in- 
trade,  and  from  letting  the  business  premises  to  Mesen 
Guy  and  Eames,  upon  the  terms  of  a  memorandum  of  tte 
27th  February,  1863,  "or"  (by  amendment)  **that  de- 
fendants might  be  personally  charged  with  the  loss  whidi 
the  Faid  testatrix*s  estate  had  sustained  by  reason  of  thdr 
entering  into  such  agreement  and  selling  the  said  borinea 
and  stock-in-trade,  and  letting  the  said  business  premieei 
on  the  terms  therein  mentioned. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  offer  of  Messrs.  Fraser  and 
Davis  was  a  mere  offer,  and  that  they  would  have  made  a 
much  higher  offer ;  that  they  were  willing  to  give  200i^  a 
year  rent  for  the  premises,  and  have  purchased  the 
goodwill,  or  to  grant  the  plaintiff  an  annuity  for  life. 

The  defendants  in  their  affidavit,  dated  the  19tk 
March,  denied  that  the  plaintiff  had  ever  insisted  on  the 
goodwill  being  sold.  They  further  stated  that  they  bid 
fully  and  deliberately  considered  and  discussed  the  sabject, 
and  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  having  regard  to  tbe 
magnitude  of  the  debts,  it  would  be  most  important  to 
secure  the  services  of  Guy  as  being  the  only  peison  vko 
knew  anything  about  the  outstanding  debts,  and  that  it 
would  be  more  advisable  to  sell  to  Messrs.  Guy  &  Eamtf 
than  to  any  other  persons. 
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Statement. 


The  plaintiff  subsequently  amended  the  bill.  1863. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  proposed  sale  to  Messrs.  Guy 
i  Eames  ought  to  be  restrained^  and  that  the  offer  of 
[cssrs.  Fraser  &  Davis  ought  to  be  accepted,  or  that  the 
remises  ought  to  be  put  up  for  sale  by  public  auction,  or 
lierwise  offered  for  public  competition. 
On  the  22nd  March  the  plaintiff  moved  for  an  injunc- 
m  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  acting  on  the  agree- 
ent  of  the  27th  February,  1862,  but  his  Honour  refused 
grant  the  injunction,  but  by  consent  directed  a  reference 
chambers  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  for  the  benefit 
the  parties  interested  under  the  will  that  the  said  agrce- 
mt    should    be    performed.      On  the    7th    May    the 
fendants  put  in  their  answer,  in  which  they  alleged  that 
s  plaintiff  had  himself  sanctioned  the  ngreement  with 
esars.  Guy  &  Eames^  and  had  assented  to  the  relin- 
ishment  of  a  premium  for  the  goodwill. 
The  plaintiff  in  his  affidavit  deposed  that  he  did  not 
ieve  that  Messrs.  Guy  and  Eames  had  the  means  of 
Tying  the  agreement  into  effect.     The   affidavit  also 
forth  the  circumstances  under  which  he  objected  to 
I  course  pursued  by  the  defendants. 
The  chief  clerk  on  the  enquiry  certified  that  the  property 
old  be  more  advantageously   disposed  of  by  private 
itract  than  by  public  sale,  but  that  independently  of 
s  question  whether  Messrs.  Guy  &  Eames,  from  their 
imate  knowledge  of  the  affairs  of  the  testatrix,  might 
t  be  considered  as  the   most   eligible  purchasers,  the 
loeof  the  annuity  of  140/.  was  not  commensurate  with 
I  risk  of  loss  that  might  be   sustained  by  the  estate 
ID  the  result  of  further  litigation  that  would  ensue  upon 
repndiation  of  the  agreement. 

On  the  10th  July,  upon  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
Ftorary  the  certificate.  His  Honour  made  no  order  except 
It  the  costs  of  the  application  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

VOL  IV.  X 
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18f3. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Matins  and  Mr.  Morris  for  the  plaintiffii. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  defendants  took  no  i 
to  ascertain  whether  more  advantageous  terms  could 
have  been  obtained  by  them  than  those  they  agreed  a 
27th  February,  1862,  to  accept.  Messrs.  Fruer 
Davis  never  had  an  opportunity  of  advancing  beyond 
first  ofFer^  or  they  would  have  done  so.  There  was  thei 
a  loss  arising  from  the  precipitate  and  arbitrary  condi 
the  defendants,  for  which  they  were  responsible. 
Taylor  v.  TabTrum  {aj,  trustees  who  were  directed  i 
an  estate  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after 
testator's  death  by  the  desire  of  one  of  the  eeshd 
trust  refused  an  offer  for  6^600/.,  but  afterwards  mA 
property  3,600/.  The  Court  charged  them  with  the 
but  as  their  conduct  had  not  been  perverse,  gave 
their  costs.  That  view  of  the  law  was  adopted  by  the 
Chancellor  in  Harper  v.  Hayes  (i).  The  principle 
down  was  that  it  is  the  duty  of  trustees  to  m 
diligence  to  obtain  the  best  price  for  the  property. 

Here  the  defendants  wholly  disregarded  the  wish 
the  cestui  que  trusty  to  which  within  certain  limits 
were  bound  to  attend,  and  agreed  to  sell  the  proper 
a  lower  price. 


Judgment, 


The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

The  case  has  been  now  fuliy  considered,  and  upoi 
evidence  I  think  it  has  been  clearly  shown  that  h! 
regard  to  all  the  circumstances  which  led  to  the  agree 
of  the  27th  February,  1863,  the  conduct  of  the  defenc 
cannot  be  impeached.  It  appears  that  they  acted 
^de  and  in  a  careful  and  proper  way«  There  was  in  fiu 
great  disparity  between  the  two  offers  made.  The 
ference  between  them  was  not  considerable,  and  on 


(a)  6  Sim.  281. 

(b)  2  De  G.  F.  k  J.  542-048  j  S.  C.  2  Giff.  210. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEKY.  305 

nestioD  which  of  the  two  was  the  most  advantageous  there  IB^. 
light  be  an  honest  difference  of  opinion.  l^Ioreover  there 
I  A  conflict  in  the  evidence  whether  the  plaintiff  insisted 
1  the  point  which  constituted  the  principal  difference  judgment, 
stwecn  them.  But  howevar  that  may  be,  this  seems 
ear  that  the  defendants  bond  fide  and  with  an  honest 
aire  to  do  their  duty  entered  into  the  agreement  of  the 
'th  February,  1862,  and  they  are  entitled  to  the  favour- 
le  consideration  of  the  Court. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  defendants  refused  to 
y  proper  attention  to  the  pl^ntifTs  wishes.  I  am  not 
rare  of  any  authority  which  establishes  the  proi)08ition 
li^  where  there  are  two  offers  equally  advantageous,  one 
which  is  preferred  by  the  c€%iui  que  trust  that  it  is  the 
ity  of  trusteesi  against  their  own  opinion,  to  accept  that 
er.  In  this  case,  however,  the  evidence  fails  to  support 
at  port  of  the  case  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies.  The 
fendants  must  have  their  costs  in  the  usual  way. 
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1862. 

DBcTHib^u.  PARKER  V.  NICKSON. 

Where  the  bill   1  HE  bill  in  this  case  alleged  that  Samuel  Nc^ 

prayed  that  " 

the  righu  of     his  will  dated  the  3rd  December,  1832,  directed  I 
inie^ested         sonal  estate  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  to  be  ap] 
di?^*  MdVet  ^lischarge    of  two  mortgage    debts    of   lOOOt, 
forth  the  tesu-  which  was  seciired  to  James  Chapman  and  other 

tor's  will  and  .  i*  i  ,.  ,.   .    .  a       r 

codicil,  and  the  secunty  of  hereditaments  adjoming    bt.   i: 

^e'defenSlmt  Road,  Manchester,  and  the  other  to  Miss  Sarah  I 

A^yribS*!^  upon   the   security   of   hereditaments    adjoimng 

the  codicil  as  Street,  Cliorlton-upon-Medlock,  Lancashire.     1 

of  kin  and  tator  devised  the  said  Lloyd  Street  property,  of  ^ 

and  that  he'  ^^®  seised  in  fee,  subject  to  a  rent,  and  the  re 

had  obtained  any,  of  the  said  sum  of  1000/.,  and  the  residue, 

probate  on  an  . 

untrue  aiiega-  of  his  personal   estate,  to  Thomas  Airey  and 
executoM  ^     Bromiley,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  up( 
were  dead,       ^o  pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  his  wife  Elizabeth  : 

there  being  no         *    •'  ^ 

distinct  aver-  and  after  her  decease,  then  as  to  one  moiety  of 

character  in  estate  upon  trust  for  his  brother  John  Newns,  h 

^^ntiff  *  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns ;   but  in 

claimed— a  should  uot  be  living  at  testator's  death,  then  (su 

demurrer  was  ,  , 

allowed  with     the  widow's  life  estate)  upon  trust  for  the  chi 
amend!'  John  Newns,  as  therein  mentioned,  with  a  trust 

to  the  trusts  of  the  other  moiety.  The  testator 
the  other  moiety  to  be  held,  subject  as  before, 
for  his  brother  William  Newns,  his  heirs,  ex 
administrators,  and  assigns;  but  if  he  should 
living  at  testator's  death,  then,  subject  as  befoi 
trust  for  his  children  as  therein  mentioned,  witl 
similar  to  that  of  the  former  moiety.  Testator 
his  St.  George's  Road  estate,  of  which  he  was  » 
fee,  to  his  wife  Elizabeth,  her  heirs  and  assigns, 
to  the  payment  of  the  said  mortgage ;  but  if  El 
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fewns  should  die  in  his  lifetime,  then  he  devised  the  said 
Btate,  subject  to  the  debt  as  aforesaid,  upon  similar 
^^tists  to  those  which  he  had  declared  respecting  the 
%orIton*upon-Medlock  estate. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  testator^s  estate  was  subject 
i  seyeral  mortgages.  He  died  in  1845.  The  survivor 
Tthe  two  executors  died  in  1854.  John  Newns,  the 
istator's  brother,  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator 
ithout  issue.  Samuel  Newns  also  died  before  the 
8tator»  leaving  three  children  plaintiffs  in  the  suit. 
Elizabeth  Newns,  the  widow,  survived  the  testator 
d  gave  her  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  defendant 
«  Burton. 

The  following  were  the  material  allegations  of  the 
11:— 

Panigraph^21.  Under  the  circumstances  aforesaid  the 
untiflb  became  and  are  respectively  absolutely  entitled 
the  said  plot  of  land  in  or  adjoining  to  Lloyd  Street, 
id  the  said  plot  of  land  adjoining  to  Gore  Street  and 
■rter  Street,  and  the  buildings  thereon  respectively,  and 
16  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  several  premises  accrued 
nee  the  death  of  the  said  Aldcroft  Phillips. 
Paragraph  22.  The  plaintiffs,  or  any  of  them,  never 
nrd  that  the  said  Samuel  Newns  in  any  manner 
BToked  or  altered  his  Baid  will,  and  they  supposed  that 
6  had  never  done  so ;  but  on  the  15th  July,  1861,  the 
ifendant  Thomas  Nickson  obtained  probate  of  the  said 
nil,  and  also  of  the  codicil  hereinafter  set  forth,  upon  an 
negation,  which  is  untrue,  that  the  said  Thomas  Airey 
Bd  Thomas  Bromiley  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said 
■iQinel  Newns,  and  in  consequence  of  the  said  allega- 
Ni  no  citation  was  issued  to  any  person  entitled  to 
ipate  the  grant  of  such  probate  to  the  defendant 
idmas  Nickson. 

t^anigraph  23.  The  said  codicil  is  in  the  words  and 
urea  following,  that  is  to  say  : — ^*  I,  Samuel  Newns,  of 
Mnhajs,  in  the  parish  of  Manchester,  in  the  county  of 


1S62. 
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Nickson. 
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1869. 


SiattmmU, 


Lancashire^  acknowledge  Thomas  Nickson  my  second 
cousin,  shopkeeper.  No.  21,  Chester  Street,  Chorlton- 
upon-Medlock,  in  the  parish  of  Manchester,  in  the 
county  of  Lancasliire,  to  be  my  next  of  kin  and  heir*ii- 
law  to  all  my  real  and  personal  property  situate  in  the 
parish  of  Manchester  in  the  county  of  Lancaslure.  K 
my  wife  survives  me,  in  two  years  after  my  wife's  deatk 
my  second  cousin  Thomas  Xickson  and  next  of  kin  to  take 
possession  of  all  ray  real  and  personal  property,  and  to 
pay  all  my  just  debts  according  to  my  will.  Thomii 
Nickson,  my  second  cousin,  is  my  next  of  kin  and  heuf^ 
at-law,  as  my  brother  John  is  dead,  and  has  left  no 
issue.  Tlie  reason  I  give  Thomas  Nickson  tlus  writtei 
document  is,  I  am  afraid  my  executors  will  not  put  nqr 
will  into  court,  as  they  wanted  me  to  burn  my  will 
Executed  this  third  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  oor 
Lord  1843. 

'*  Witnesses —  The  mark  of 

"  Samuel  Ankers.  ^ 

"  John  Jones.  Samuel  Nbwks. 

Paragraph  24.  The  allegation  made  by  the  said  eo£c3i 
that  the  defendant  Thomas  Nickson  is  the  heir-at-law  ui 
next  of  kin  of  the  said  Samuel  Newns,  is  without  uj 
foundation. 

The  bill  then  went  on  to  allege  that  in  the  month  of 
October,  1862,  the  defendant  Thomas  Nickson  caiued 
the  Lloyd  Street  and  Gore  Street  property  to  be  adY6^ 
tized  for  sale ;  that  on  the  29th  October  the  propertiei 
were  sold  to  the  defendants  Joseph  Thompson  vi 
Bobert  Briggs  Lomas  for  the  sums  of  1460/.  and  10701 
respectively ;  but  the  purchases  were  not  yet  completai 

That  Thomas  Nickson  pretended  that  under  the 
codicil  he  was  entitled  to  sell  in  order  to  satisfy  indus* 
brances  ;  whereas  the  plaintiffs  charged  that  all  the 
mcumbrances  and  debts  were  satisfied  except  the  all^e' 
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Iwdance,  which  was  altogether  unascertained,  and  that       ,^^*. 
neither  the  defendant  Jane  Phillips  nor  the  plaintiffs       Pabkir 
iesired  a  sale.  Nioxsov. 

''That  the  defendant  Thomas  Nickson  is  in  a  low  statmntnt. 
sondition  of  life  and  in  poor  circumstances,  being  the 
iccapier,  at  the  weekly  rent  of  4«.  6/f.,  of  a  small  house 
md  shop  in  Chester  Street,  Chorlton-on-Medlock,  for 
he  accommodation  of  factory  operatives,  who  bring 
keir  food  there  to  be  cooked,  and  he  has  no  other 
employment  ;  and  if  the  defendant  Thomas  Nickson 
w  permitted  to  complete  the  sale  of  the  said  plot  of 
and  in  or  adjoining  to  Lloyd  Street,  and  the  buildings 
hereon,  and  to  sell  the  [plot  of  land  in  or  adjoining  to 
3ore  Street  and  Carter  Street,  and  the  buildings  thereon, 
he  purchase-moneys  for  such  sales,  if  received  by  him, 
fill  be  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiffs." 

The  bill  then  prayed  that  the  rights  and  interests  of 
ill  parties  in  the  said  properties  might  be  declared ;  for  an 
locoont  ot  what,  if  anything,  was  owing  on  the  mortgage ; 
tluit  upon  payment  of  the  balance  (if  any)  by  the  plain- 
fcifi,  the  mortgagee  might  be  be  decreed  to  convey  to  the 
pliiiitiffs  as  they  should  direct. 

The  bill  also  prayed  for  an  injunction  against  Thomas 
Kickson  to  Restrain  his  intermeddling  with  the  assets 
ind  completing  the  sale  of  the  the  property. 

Mr.  Karslake, — The  bill  contains  no  allegation  of  the     Ar(fumtni. 
ihmtiff's  title  beyond  the  general  statement  in  the  22nd         ' 
pingraph.     The  defendant  having  obtained  probate  of 
tike  will,  it  was  submitted  that  this  general  allegation  was 
!i>ia£Bicient  to  disprove  the  title  of  the  defendant. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — I  think  I  had  better  hear 
die  plaintiff^s  counsel.] 

Mr.  Mdlins  and  Mr.  Z.  Bird  for  the  bill. 

The  plaintifis  had  set  forth  the  documents  which  dis 
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closed  the  title  under  which  they  clamed,  and  thaivu 
sufficient.  The  only  title  of  the  defendant  arose  from  a 
mistaken  recital  in  the  codicil^  but  there  could  be  no 
valid  devise  by  implication  from  the  mere  redtal  of  an 
erroneous  conception  of  right:  Dcishwood  v.  Peytoii{d)i 
Adams  v.  Adams  {b)^  and  Jackson  v.  Craig  {c).  The 
only  power  the  defendant  Nickson  had  to  sell  waa,  in 
the  event  of  there  being  debts  and  there  bein^  none,  and 
there  being  no  legal  title  in  him^  he  could  make  no 
title :  Stroughill  v.  Anstey  {d). 


Judgm^t.    rj.^^  Vice-chancellor  :  - 

I  think  it  is  impossible  from  the  allegations  in  the  bi 
to  say  under  what  title  the  plaintiffs  sue;  nor  can! 
understand,  with  the  degree  of  precision  required  in 
pleading,  in  what  character  the  defendant  Nickson  v 
brought  before  the  Court.  It  is  impossible  to  read  tb 
pleadings  without  seeing  that  there  is  a  question  of  can* 
struction  to  be  argued ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  poaabk 
upon  the  bill  as  now  framed  to  decide  that  question  upon 
demurrer.  It  would  be  very  convenient  if  the  qneatioi 
could  be  80  decided,  but  I  should  require  a  great  dd 
more  argument  than  I  have  yet  heard  to  show  me  that  the 
plaintiffs  in  whatever  character  they  claim  are  not  com- 
pletely displaced  by  the  codicil.  I  cannot  understand 
now,  after  having  heard  counsel  on  both  sides,  whetlier 
.  the  plaintiffs  treat  the  codicil  as  conferring  a  valid  title  ai 
devisee  and  legatee  upon  the  defendant  Nickson.  ^^ 
is  he  in  any  passage  that  I  have  been  able  to  find  muned 
as  legal  personal  representative ;  for  it  is  said  he  Itf* 
obtained  probate  improperly.  There  is  no  such  allegatioa 
in  the  bill.  It  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiffs  should  atafe 
clearly,  distinctly,  and  with  precision,  the  nature  of  tk 


(a)  18  Vcs.  27. 
{b)  1  Hare,  637. 


{o)  15  Jur.  811. 

{d)  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  m> 
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title  under  which  thej  claim,  and  in  what  character  they 
slatm.  The  more  convenient  course  on  this  occasion  will 
be  to  allow  this  demurrer  with  costs,  and  give  leave  to 
unend* 
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HE  defendant  now  moved : — 

That  the*  re-amended  bill  in  this  suit  which  was  filed 
on  the  20th  day  of  February,  1863,  might  be  ordered  to 
be  taken  off  the  file  as  not  having  been  authorised  by  the 
liberty  to  amend  given  by  the  Court,  on  allowing  the 
ilemarrer  filed  by  the  defendant  to  the  original  bill,  and 
Uttt  it  ought  be  preferred  to  the  proper  taxing-master  to 
hz  the  defendant  Thomas  Nickson  his  further  costs 
of  the  suit  other  than  and  beyond  the  costs  of  the 
Oder  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  dated  the  11th  December, 
1862,  directed  to  be  taxed,  and  the  costs  of  the  said  appeal 
Iqr  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  dated  the  23rd 
JiDuary,  1863,  also  directed  to  be  taxed,  and  that  the 
{hintiSe  be  ordered  to  pay  such  further  costs  to  the  de- 
ftedant  Thomas  Nickson,  or  in  case  the  Court  should  not 
^vler  the  said  re-amendad  bill  to  be  taken  off  the  file,  then 
wt  such  further  costs  as  aforesaid  might  be  ordered  to  be 
^*xed  and  pud  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  Thomas 
''icksony  and  that  the  said  defendant's  time  for  answering 
^e  said  re-amended  bill  might  be  enlarged  or  extended 


16G3. 

April  2.i. 

A  bill  being 
by  leave 
granted  on 
hearing  the 
demurrer 
amended  bj 
impeaching 
the  codicil  aa 
being  executed 
by  the  testator 
while  in  a 
state  of  men- 
tal incaparity. 
The  defendant 
thereupon 
moved  to 
dismiss  the 
amended  bill 
as  being 
inconsistent 
with  the 
original  bill, 
but  the  Court 
refused  the 
motion,  and 
directed  the 
costs  to  be 
costs  in  the 
causa. 


(«)  See    the   preceding   case,      by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the 
'hich  was  affirmed  an  appeal     23rd  January,  1863. 
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until  such  further  costs  as  aforesaid  should  have  been 
paid^  and  that  the  plaintifTs  might  be  ordered  to  pay  to 
the  defendant  Thomas  Nickson  his  costs  of  and  iaeident 
to  the  present  application,  and  the  order  to  be  made 
thereon." 

The  plaintiff  (paragraph  29)  in  the  amended  bill  alleged 
that  the  said  codicil  was  not  in  fact  the  testator^s  t^- 
mentarj  disposition  as  regarded  real  estate,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  would  immediately  take  proceedings  at  law  to 
impeach  the  validity  of  the  codicil  as  regarded  real  estate, 
but  they  were  unable  to  do  so  without  the  aid  of  this 
Court,  by  reason  of  there  being  an  outstanding  legal 
estate. 

The  bill  prayed  that  an  issue  of  devisavH  vel  non  migbt 
be  directed  to  try  the  validity  of  the  codicil  aa  a  de?ise 
affecting  real  estate. 

Mr.  Karslahe  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs  got  leave  to  amend  the  bill,  but  not  to 
make  a  new  case  and  a  new  bill  inconsfstent  with  the  original 
bill.  In  the  original  bill  they  claimed  under  the  vrill  and 
codicil,  in  the  amended  bill  they  impeached  the  codicil  as 
invalid.  This  could  not  permitted  under  the  ordinary 
leave  to  amend.  In  Mavor  v.  Dry  (a),  the  plaintiff  by 
his  original  bill  impeached  a  deed,  and  afler  the  answer 
was  put  in  he  obtained  the  usual  order  to  amend  under 
which  he  amended  the  bill  by  endeavouring  to  establiak 
the  deed.  The  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  amended 
bill,  and  the  Court  made  the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs  of  the 
original  bill  and  of  the  motion.  In  Deniston  v.  lAUle  died 
in  Lindsay  v.  Lynch  (J),  the  amended  bill  was  dismisaed. 
In  Allen  v.  Spring  (c)  the  same  principle  was  acted  on* 
Secondly  it  was  submitted  that  the  pluntiff  ought  to  bare 
proceeded  in  the  Probate  Court. 


(a)  2  8.  &  S.  113.     {h)  2  Sch.  &  L.  12  (note),     (e)  22  Bean  615 
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[Severn  v.  Fletcher  (a)  and  Cresy  v.  Bevan  (i)  were 
BO  cited.] 

The  Vice-Chancellob,  without  calling  upon  the 
lamtiff^B  counsel: — 

There  is  no  authority  for  this  application.  The  plain- 
iffij  obtained  leave  to  amend  generally  by  an  order  which 
prescribed  no  particular  form  of  amendment. 

The  authorities  cited  seem  to  have  no  application  to 
the  case  before  the  Court.  They  decide  that  a  plaintiff 
under  an  authority  to  amend  is  not  at  liberty  by  his 
imended  bill  to  claim  a  new  estate  by  a  new  title ;  but 
they  do  not  say  that  a  plaintiff  is  not  at  liberty  by  his 
unended  bill  to  claim  the  same  estate  by  another  and 
more  accurate  statement  of  the  same  title.  In  Mavai*  v. 
Unj  the  Court  did  not  order  the  bill  to  be  ta^ken  off  the 
file. 

With  regard  to  the  costs  tha  order  asked  by  the  notice 
of  motion  would  be  improper.  In  DbtU  v.  War  del  (c),  the 
coats  were  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff;  but  they 
only  amounted  to  5/.  In  Alleii  v.  Spring  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  laid  down  a  general  rule  at  first  sight  not  apparently 
conabtent  with  the  decision  in  Mavor  v.  Dry^  but  on  due 
examination  of  the  language  it  is  plain  that  all  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  meant  to  decide  was  that  if  a  plain- 
tiff by  amendment  makes  a  case  inconsistent  with  the 
<^  made  by  the  original  biil^  he  must  indemnify  the 
defendant  for  the  cost«  occasioned  by  such  a  proceeding. 
This  is  really  what  was  done  in  Mavor  v.  Dry.  The  de- 
f(Uidant  is  entitled  to  all  his  costs  down  to  the  time  when 
^e  demurrer  was  allowed,  but  the  costs  of  this  applica- 
^on  must  be  the  costs  in  the  cause. 
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(a)  6  Sim.  457. 


{I)  13  Sim.  354. 


(e)  1  Dick.  339. 


314 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1863. 

ApHl  30. 
May  1. 

Where  a 
plaintiff  filed 
u  bill,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and 
all  other 
shareholders 
except  the 
defendants, 
against  the 
company  and 
the  directors 
and  solicitors, 
alleging 
misrepre- 
sentation and 
suppression, 
and  praying 
for  repayment 
of  the  deposits 
— a  demurrer 
was  allowed 
without  leave 
to  amend. 

The  payment 
required  on 
allotment  is 
not  a  call. 

Where  the 
memorandum 
of  association 
empowered 
the  directors, 
without  fur- 
ther authority 
from  the 
shareholders, 
to  pay  a 
specified  sum 
for  the  costs 
and  expenses 
of  the 

promoters — 
Held,  on 
demurrer,  that 
a  payment 
witliout  taxa- 
tion was  not 
improper. 


CROSKEY  ».  THE  BANK  OF  WALES. 


T 


HIS  was  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Joseph  Bodney  Croskey,  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  shareholders  in  the 
Bank  of  Wales  (Limited)  except  the  defendants,  agunit 
the  bank  and  the  directors  (13)  and  solicitors  (3). 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  1862  a  joint-stock  baskiog 
company,  limited,  was  projected  by  the  name  of  tie 
Bank  of  Wales.  By  the  memorandum  of  association  it 
was  provided  as  follows: — 

That  the  registered  office  of  the  company  is  to  be  tta 
established  one  in  England. 

That  the  objects  for  which  the  company  is  to  beest^i 
blished  are  the  transaction  of  every  kind  of  bankufl 
business,  &c. 

That  the  nominal  capital  of  the  company  is  lOOOit] 
divided  into  ten  shares  of  100/.  each^  to  be  increaNi 
from  time  to  time,  if  need  be,  to  an  amount  not  ezceediflfl 
2,000,000/.,  by  the  creation  of  19,990  additional  shinij 
of  100/.  each,  or  of  such  smaller  number  of  such  shim 
as  may  from  time  to  time  be  deemed  expedient.   Andtb 
several  persons  whose  addresses  were  subscribed  tbeid^l 
declared  their  desire  to  be  formed  into  a  company)  !>{ 
pursuance  of  the  said   memorandum  of  associatioD,  vi\ 
they  respectively  agreed  to  take  a  number  of  shares  iij 
the  capital  of  the  company  set  opposite  to  their  rcq*^ 
tive  names. 

The  memorandum  of  association  is  dated  the  20tlirf 
October,  1862,  and  was  signed  by  two  of  the  defendsnt^ 
Cvharles  Parke  and  D.  J.  Hoare ;  by  T.  Loader,  J.  Hantj 
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f,  E.  D.  Chattawaj,  and  J.  W.  Trenerj,  for         IB68. 
tach,  and  by  the  said  C.  Parke,  as  the  solicitor 
pany;  with  the  said  memorandum  of  associa- 
registered  articles  of  association,  whereby  it 
ed  that  Table  (B)  in  the  Schedule  to  the  Act     statetnn**. 
ould  not  apply  to  the  said  company, 
then  set  out  certain  of  the  articles,  as  fol- 
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I  board  may  from  time  to  time  increase  the  ex- 
tal  to  any  amount,  not  exceeding  2,000,000/., 
ation  of  any  number  of  new  shares  of  100/. 
exceeding  19,990  in  the  whole,  upon  sucli 
either  with  or  without  preference  or  priority 
lividends  or  otherwise  over  the  shares  in  the 
ig  capital,  as  the  directors  deem  expedient, 
rided  that  no  resolution  of  the  directors  for  the 
any  new  shares  beyond  9990  shares,  or  for  the 
any  new  shares  whatever  upon  any  terms 
those  on  which  the  ten  shares  mentioned  in 
icle  of  the  memorandum  of  association  have 
,  shall  be  valid  until  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
ed  by  a  resolution  passed  by  the  shareholders 
tonally,  or  by  proxy,  at  a  meeting  convened 
rpose,  and  at  which  there  shall  be  present 
hirty  or  more  persons  who  have  been  share- 
at  least  three  months  next  previous  to  such 

never  it  has  been  duly  resolved  to  increase  the 
directors  shall  carry  the  resolution  into  effect, 
mer  as  they  deem  most  expedient;  subject, 
i,  to  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  and  these 
id  to  any  special  directions  (if  any;  given  in 
ereto  by  the  meeting  at  which  the  resolution 
d  may  have  been  ratified  and  confirmed  as 


r  capital  so  created  shall,  except  so  far  as  is 

T  2 
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otherwise  directed  by  any  such  special  direction,  be  sub- 
ject to  these  presents,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  bad 
been  part  of  the  original  capital. 

^Ml.  An  application  for  shares  in  the  company,  signed 
Statement,    by  or  on  behalf  of  the  applicant,  and  followed  by  an  allot- 
ment of  any  shares  thereon,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in 
^  acceptance  of  such  shares  within  the  meaning  of  tbese 

articles,  entitling  the  company  to  place  the  name  of  the 
allottee  on  the  register  of  shareholders  in  respect  thereof; 
and  every  person  who  thus  or  otherwise  accepts  any  sbare, 
and  whose  name  is  on  the  register  of  shareholders,  sball, 
for  the  purpose  of  these  articles,  be  a  shareholder. 

*^  29.  The  board  may  from  time  to  time,  but  subject  to 
the  conditions  hereinafter  mentioned,  make  such  calk 
upon  the  shareholders  in  respect  of  all  monies  unpaid  on 
their  shares  as  the  board  think  fit,  and  every  sharebolder 
shall  be  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  every  call  to  the 
persons  and  at  the  time  and  place  appointed  by  the 
board. 

"  30.  Twenty-one  days'  notice  at  the  least  shall  be 
given  of  the  time  and  place  appointed  by  the  board  for 
the  payment  of  every  call. 

"31.  No  call  shall  be  made  until  the  expiration  of  three 
months  from  the  incorporation  of  the  company,  nor  shall 
any  call  exceed  51.  a  share,  and  at  least  three  montha 
shall  intervene  between  the  time  appointed  for  the  pay- 
ment of  two  successive  calls. 

"  32.  A  call  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  at  the 
time  when  the  resolution  authorizing  the  call  was  passed, 
but  no  call  shall  be  made  beyond  the  amount  of  25/.  per 
share,  except  by  a  resolution  passed  by  three-fourths  of 
the  directors,  and  confirmed  by  another  resolution  passed 
by  a  majority  of  the  directors  present  at  the  next  meeting 
of  the  board. 

*'  C4.  Every  shareholder  who  has  been  duly  r^istcrd 
for  six  months  previous  to  any  meeting  shall  be  entitled  to 
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h  meeting,  and  shall  have  one  vote  in  respect 
d  every  share  held  by  him,  provided  that  no 
eholder  shall  have  more  than  twenty  votes, 
le  first  directors,  and  any  other  directors  ap- 
'  the  board,  shall  continue  in  office  until  the 
eeting  in  the  month  of  March,  1864,  and  until 
appointed  as  hereinafter  is  mentioned, 
n  their  management  of  the  business  of  the  com- 
lirectors,  without  any  further  power  or  autho- 
he  shareholders,  may  do  the  following  thmgs. 
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:)n8ideration  of   the  great   labour,   expenses, 

risk  which  Charles  Parke,  one  of  the  persons 
»  has  signed  the  memorandum  and  articles  of 
ciation,  has  incurred  and  been  put  to  in  and 
ting  to  the  promotion  and  formation  of  the 
pany,  and  in  registering  the  memorandum  and 
des  of  association  thereof,  in  case  and  so  soon 
he  capital  of  the  company  shall  be  increased 
00,000/.  or  upwards,  and  shares  to  that  amount 
e  been  subscribed  for  and  allotted,  shall  pay  to 
said  Charles  Parke,  his  executors,  administra- 
,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  6000/. 

shall  also,  wlien  and  so  soon  as  shares  to  the 
unt  of  500,000/.  shall  have  been  subscribed  for, 

out  of  the  funds  of  the  company  all  costs, 
■ges,  and  expenses  not  hereinbefore  provided 
and  which  shall  have  been  or  shall  be  herein- 
r  incurred  or  sustained  in  or  about  the  esta- 
iment  of  the  company,  or  the  obtaining  the 
tal,  or  in  any  manner  in  relation  thereto." 
es  numbered  138, 139,  and  141,  Charles  Parke 
^  to  be  first  and  present  solicitor,  the  defend- 

John  Hoare  managing  director  in  London, 
ain  Ghregory  secretary  of  the  company, 
morandmn  and  articles  of   association   were 
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registered  on  the  20th  October^  1862^  and  thereupon  i 
certificate  of  incorporation  was  granted. 

By  a  memorandum  indorsed  on  the  memorandum  of 
association,  it  was  stated  that  by  a  resolution  dated  tlie 
20th  January^  1863^  the  capital  of  the  company  wy 
increased  to  1,000,000/.  by  the  creation  of  9990  new 
shares  of  100/.  each,  similar  in  every  respect  to  the  tei 
shares  mentioned  in  the  fifth  article  of  the  memonndiim 
of  association. 

The  bill  alleged  that  it  did  not  appear^  nor  had  tke 
plaintiff  been  able  to  ascertain,  by  whom  such  reeolutioB 
was  alleged  to  have  been  passed. 

The  bill  then  set  out  the  prospectus  issued  the  22im1 
January,  1863,  stating  the  formation  of  a  new  oompioj 
as  follows : — 


*^Bank  of  Wales,  Limited. 

Capital  100,000/.,  in  10,000  shares  of  100/.  each;  first 
issue  500,000/.,  in  5000  shares. 

"  Deposit  on  application  1/.  per  share,  and  on  aUotmeni 
1/.  per  share.  No  call  to  exceed  5/.,  and  an  inteml  of 
not  less  than  three  months  between  each  calL 

^^  It  is  not  intended  to  call  up  more  than  25/.  per  sbait 


(( 


f  I 


The  prospectus  set  forth  at  length  the  names  of  tk 
officers  of  the  company,  and  proceeded  thus: — 

^*  The  continuous  and  increasing  development,  ^ 
more  than  half  a  century,  of  native  wealth  in  the  minei! 
the  trade,  and  the  agriculture  of  the  principality  of  Wal* 
has  by  no  means  been  accompanied  by  a  oorreepondof 
expansion  of  banking  accommodation  in  the  district  b 
the  large  towns,  as  well  as  the  centres  of  popuIatioD  id' 
enterprise  in  the  mining  counties,  there  has  univtfwHf 
been  felt  and  expressed  the  want  of  a  joint-stoek  l«*k 
for  Wales.  The  present  banks  which  carry  on  biMW 
in  the  towns  of  North  and  South  Wales,  UKOt  er  h* 
remote*,  being  restricted  in  capital  and  limited  in  cob- 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


319 


aioD,  fail  to  give  that  general  support^  or  to  aiford  that 
ell-grounded  and  extensively  ramified  basis  for  trading 
ansactions  which  the  special  operations  of  a  well-regu- 
led  joint-stock  bank  can  alone  secure  to  its  customers. 
'*  N^tiations  are  pending^  and  nearly  completed^  for 
le  purchase  of  important  private  banking  concerns  in 
le  principality,  and  promises  have  been  received  of 
Joounts  to  be  opened  with  the  Bank  of  Wales,  of  them- 
Ives  sufficient  to  establish  an  extensive  and  valuable 
isiness.  The  Bank  of  Wales  will  have  branches  at 
iidiff,  Newport,  Swansea,  Abergavenny,  Monmouth, 
[crthyr  Tidvil,  Aberystwith,  Bangor,  and  other  impor- 
st  towns. 

''  The  directors  have  made  arrangements  by  which  all 
%liminary  expenses,  legal  charges,  printing,  advertise- 
«nts,  and  all  other  costs  whatever  up  to  the  allotment 
:  the  shares,  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  6000/.'* 


lS6d. 
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The  bill  then  alleged  as  follows: — 

That  ^^  upon  the  faith  of  the  representations  contained 
\  the  said  prospectus,  and  particularly  that  the  persons 
ttied  therein  were  to  be  the  directors  of  the  said  bank- 
ig  company,  and  that  the  negotiations  for  the  purchase 
f  the  private  banking  concerns  in  the  principality  therein 
rfenred  to  (one  of  which  was  stated  by  the  defendants  to 
« that  of  Messrs.  Crawshay,  Bailey,  &  Co.,  of  Newport, 
(omnottthshire)  were  nearly  complete,  and  that  all  the 
idiniinary  expenses  connected  with  the  said  company 
lior  to  its  conuneiicing  business  were  not  to  exceed  the 
im  of  6000/1,  and  that  the  shares  then  to  be  issued  were 
le  first  shares  issued  in  the  said  company,  and  having 
D  reason  to  believe,  from  the  prospectus  or  otherwise, 
ill  tke  allottees  of  the  shares  would  not  have  the  control 
*  the  company's  affairs,  the  plaintiif  applied  for  200 
tares  in  the  said  company,  and  paid  the  sum  of  200/., 
sag  the  deposit  of  1/.  per  share  thereon,  to  the  bankers 
'  tlM  Mttd  company/' 
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That  two  of  the  defendants^  Wni.  Macnaughtan  ud 
John  Hackblock^  pretend  that  before  the  allotment  of 
shares^  and  on  the  2nd  February  they^  for  the  first  time, 
discovered  that^  instead  of  6000/.  being  the  manmum 
Statement,  amount  to  be  paid  for  securing  the  advantages  held  OQt 
by  the  said  i)ro8pectus,  the  sum  of  lO^OOO/.  was  to  be 
paid  by  the  Bank  of  Wales  as  commission  to  an  ageot 
for  the  introducing  the  private  banking  concern  ot 
Crawshay,  Bailey,  and  Co.  to  the  Bank  of  Wales,  ia 
addition  to  the  very  large  amount  required  for  the  good- 
will of  the  said  business,  and  tliat  thereupon  the  nid 
defendants  intimated  to  the  other  directors  that  tkef 
would,  under  the  circumstances,  retire  from  the  positioii 
of  directors  of  the  company.  The  said  W.  Macnaughtan, 
however,  attended  the  allotment  on  the  2nd  February. 

The  bill  alleged  that  it  was  well  known  that  the  retire- 
ment of  Macnaughtan  and  Hackblock  would  involve  the 
failure  of  the  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  the  said 
private  banking  concern,  and  that  a  large  number  of  the 
applications  for  shares  would,  when  it  was  publicly 
known,  be  withdrawn. 

Accordingly,  and  in  order  to  prevent  such  withdrawal, 
the  remaining  directors  determined  to  meet  on  the  Al- 
lowing day,  the  3rd  of  February,  and  to  complete  tie 
allotment  before  the  retirement  could  become  known* 
They  accordingly  met  early  on  the  morning  of  the  3rf» 
and  proceeded  with  the  allotment ;  and  whilst  so  proceed- 
ing a  formal  letter  from  the  said  defendants  Williai* 
Macnaughtan  and  John  Hackblock  was  delivered  to  tlie 
said  defendants  the  remaining  directors^  of  which  the  ftl* 
lowing  is  a  copy  :— 


''  To  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Bank  of  Wales 

(Limited). 


"  Gentlemen, — We  consented  to  join  your  Board  upon 
the  condition  that  the  sum  of  6,000/.  should  include  aD 
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sliminary  expenses  up  to  the  allotment  of  shares^  and  a 
Mpectus  was  issued  to  this  effect  with  our  names  added 
your  list  of  directors.  Finding  on  the  minutes  of  the 
\  earlier  proceedings  an  engagement  for  lO^OOOZ.  addi- 
nal  expenses^  which  is^  not  consistent  with  our  agree- 
nty  we  retire  from  your  boards  and  request  our  names 
y  be  struck  out  of  your  circulars  and  advertisements, 
1  that  our  withdrawal  from  your  board  may  be  made 
>wn  to  the  applicants  for  shares  before  any  allotment 
oade. 

*We  beg  herewith  to  withdraw  our  applications  for 
jres,  and  to  request  the  return  of  our  deposits. 
"  We  are,  Gentlemen, 

"  Your  obedient  servants, 
(Signed)  "  Wm.  Macnaughtan. 

"  JoHX  Hackblock." 


1863. 
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rhe  defendants  the  remaining  directors  well  knew  that, 
soon  as  the  said  letter  should  become  publicly  known, 
preat  many  applications  for  shares  would  be  withdrawn ; 
i  it  was,  therefore,  of  the  utmost  importance  to  them, 
the  furtherance  of  their  scheme,  that  an  allotment  of 
e  requisite  number  of  shares  shonld  be  made  before  the 
me  became  known.  Accordingly,  every  possible  exer- 
^n  was  used  to  complete  such  allotment  during  that  day, 
A  the  parties  were  engaged  till  two  o'clock  the  foUow- 
;  morning  in  completing  such  allotment,  and  in  filling 
>  uid  posting  notices  thereof  to  the  different  applicants, 
one  of  whom  was  aware  at  that  time  of  the  retirement 
the  said  defendants  William  Macnaughtan  and  John 
ickblock.  No  shares  were  allotted  to  the  last-named 
feodants^  but  the  200  shares  for  which  the  plaintiff  had 
}lied  were  allotted  to  him. 

rhe  letter  of  the  said  defendants  William  Macnaughtan 
I  John  Hackblock  appeared  in  the  London  newspapers 
the  4th  of  February,  1833,  and  thereupon  divers  per- 
8  gave  notice  to  the  company  of  the  withdrawal  of 
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their  application  for  shares,  and  desired  the  return  of  th^ 
deposit ;  and  on  the  following  day,  the  5th  of  Ftbnuury, 
1863,  such  persons  received  from  the  secretary  of  the  aaid 
company  a  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy:— 

• 

"  Bank  of  Wales  (Limited). 
"69,  Cornhill,  London,  5th  February,  1863. 
"  Sir, — I  beg  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter 
of  the  4th  instant,  which  has  been  laid  before  the  Board 
of  Directors,  and  I  am  instructed  to  state  that  I  have  oo 
I)owcr  to  comply  with  your  request,  inasmuch  as  the 
shares  have  been  allotted  in  due  form. 

"  I  am.  Sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

"  Benjamin  Gregory,  Secretary.*' 

The  bill  then  set  forth  a  letter  to  Macnaughtan  and 
Hackblock,  from  the  secretary  of  the  company,  in  wHdi 
the  latter  stated  that  a  negotiation  had  been  opened  for 
the  purchase  of  a  private  banking  business^  said  to  be 
worth  20,000iL,  and  on  which  the  commission  was  adul 
by  the  agent  ofplO,OOOZ.,  but  denying  that  any  engagenMut 
for  making  such  payment  existed.  The  secretary  (dkxd 
to  produce  the  minute-book,  and  noticed  that  the  letter  of 
resignation  was  dated  the  2nd  instead  of  the  3rd.  MetfiL 
Macnaughtan  and  Hackblock  sent  the  following  reply**-^ 

"  The  City  Bank,  Threadneedle  Street, 

"London,  E.G.,  February  5, 1863. 

«*  Bank  of  Wales  (Limited). 

"  Sir,— 

"  We  are  not  aware  that  it  is  necessary  for  os  to  notion 
Mr.  Benjamin  Qregory's  letter  in  your  paper  of  lo^i 
except  to  admit  the  inaccuracy  in  the  date  of  our  letter  of 
resignation,  inadvertently  dated  the  2nd  instead  of  tb 
3rd  instant,  and  which  was  delivered  and  read  to  tb 
Board  of  Directors  before  any  allotment  was  madei 
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'  We  beg  to  hand  you  herewith  one  of  the  prospec-        isea. 

68  issued  to  the  public^  in  which  you  will  observe  a 

ase  referring  to  negotiations  pending  and  nearly  com- 

ted.     The  cause  of  our  resigning,  as  already  stated, 

s,  that  when  joining  the  Board  we  were  not  informed     StatsmmU. 

t  such   negotiation  could  not  be   completed  unless 

OOO/.  were  paid  from  the  funds  of  the  shareholders,  and 

ich  *  preliminary '  liability  left  us  no  other  course  of 

ton  than  that  which  we  adopted. 

^  The  public  is  not  to  understand  that  the  said  10,000/. 

J  for  the  purchase  of  the  goodwill  of  the  banking  busi- 

B  alluded  to  in  the  prospectus,  but  solely  as  a  bonus 

mother  party  for  the  introduction. 

We  are.  Sir,  your  obedient  servants, 

'«Wm.  Macn  aught  an. 
"JouN  Hackblock." 


1,955  shares  only  were  allotcd  in  the  said  company 
«  shares  numbered  respectively  1  to  50  both  inclusive 
le  allotted  to  one  Mr.  Prior,  and  the  shares  subscribed 
by  the  said  memorandum  of  association  were  treated 
non-existing  shares.  In  fact,  no  shares  were  allotted 
or  registered  in,  the  names  of  either  of  them,  the  said 
Kxnas  Loader,  John  Walter  Trenery,  and  Benjamin 
"cgory,  prior  to  the  31st  of  March,  1863,  nor  were  there 
or  to  that  day  more  than  4,955  shares  registered  in  the 
i  company,  or  on  which  the  deposit  or  any  call  had 
m  paid.  The  call  of  1/.  per  share  was  paid  by  the 
intiff  and  other  shareholders  on  allotment,  in  ignorance 
die  hct  that  the  then  issue  was  not  the  first  issue,  and 
iia  special  provisions  in  the  Articles  of  Association. 
)n  or  about  the  3l8t  day  of  March,  1863,  the  name 
he  said  Thomas  Loader  was  placed  on  the  share  register 
he  holder  of  one  share,  numbered  4,956,  and  the  said 
n  Walter  Trenery  as  the  holder  of  another  share^  nnm* 
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bered^  4,957,  and  the  said  Benjamin  Gregory,  the  secre- 
tary of  the  said  company,  as  the  holder  of  forty-three 
shares,  numbered  respectively  4,958  to  5,000,  both  in- 
clusire,  although  neither  of  the  said  parties  had  applied 
for  shares  previous  to  the  allotment,  or  paid  any  depodt; 
and  the  plaintiff  shows  that  their  names  were  placed  on 
the  share  register,  not  as  the  bond  fide  holders  of  the  said 
shares,  but  merely  as  trustees  for  the  defendants,  irom 
whom  they  had  received  an  indemnity,  and  in  order  to 
give  an  appearance  of  legality  to  the  illegal  proceedings 
of  the  defendants ;  and  in  furtherance  of  this  scheme  the 
plaintiff  shows  that  it  is  made  to  appear  by  the  sbiie 
register  that  such  shares  were  registered  in  the  respec- 
tive names  of  the  said  parties  on  the  said  3rd  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1863.  At  the  time  the  aforesaid  shares  wcre^^ 
gistered  in  the  names  of  the  said  Thomas  Loader,  Job 
Trenery,  and  Benjamin  Gregory,  the  market  price  of 
shares  in  the  said  company  was  5s.  per  share,  or  1|  dis- 
count. 

Previous  to  the  issue  of  the  last-mentioned  shares, 
and  whilst  the  number  of  shares  on  the  register  and  alloted 
only  amounted  to  4,955,  the  defendants  the  remaining  di* 
rectors  of  the  said  company  paid  out  of  the  moneys  of  the 
said  company  to  the  defendant  Charles  Parke,  and  also  to 
the  defendants  Alexander  Crosley  and  William  Burn,  who, 
by  virtue  of  some  arrangement  between  the  said  last^mes" 
tioned  three  defendants,  had,  as  between  themselves,  beoome 
interested  therein,  the  sum  of  6000/.,  by  way  of  promotion- 
money,  and  for  costs  and  expenses  in  reference  to  the  gettiif 
up  of  the  said  bank,  without  any  bill  of  costs  having  erer 
been  delivered  by  the  said  defendant  Charles  Parke,  or 
any  statement  showing  how  the  said  sum  was  made  up  I 
and  the  plaintiff  shows  that  in  fact  all  the  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses  connected  with  the  formation  of  the  aud 
company  could  not  and  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  500£; 
and  the  plaintiff  charges  that  he  applied  for  shares  in  the 
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1  company  on  the  faith  of  the  said  representation  in  the 
I  prospectus  that  all  the  preliminary  expenses  connected 
h  the  formation  of  the  said  company,  including  the 
chase  of  the  private  banking  concerns  therein  referred 
should  not  exceed  the  sum  of  6000Z. 
The  plaintiff  charges  that  such  payment  to  the  said 
endants  Charles  Parke,  Alexander  Crosley,and  William 
rn  was  a  fraud  upon  the  shareholders  in  the  said 
ipany,  and  that  all  the  defendants  hereto  were  fully 
ire  of  the  circumstances  and  parties  to  such  fraud,  and 
f  ought  respectively  to  be  ordered  and  decreed  to  re- 

the  said  amount  with  interest  thereon.     The  plain- 
also  charges  that  an  arrangement  existed  between  the 

defendant  Deane  John  Hoare  and  the  said  defend- 
Charles  Parke,  bv  virtue  of  which  the  said  defendant 
»ne  John  Hoare  was  also  interested  in  the  said  sum 
1000/.,  and  the  said  last-named  defendant  has  in  fact 
dved  and  been  paid  part  thereof;  and  the  plaintiff 
rges  that  it  was  in  order  to  secure  such  amount  that 
allotment  of  shares  in  the  said  company  was  hurried 
ind  completed  before  the  withdrawal  of  the  said  de- 
iants  Messrs.  William  Macnaughtan  and  John  Hack- 
sk  became  publicly  known.  The  said  defendant  Deane 
m  Hoare  was  chairman  of  the  board  during  the  allot- 
Qt,  and  signed  the  same. 
The  defendants  the  directors  of  the  said  company^  on 

17th  day  of  March,  1863,  assumed  to  make  a  further 
I  of  5/.  per  share,  payable  on  the  30th  day  of  April  in- 
nU  A  great  many  dealings  in  the  shares  [of  the  said 
npany  had  taken  place  previously  to  the  said  17th  of 
urch,  and  the  settlement  in  respect  of  such  shares  was 
m  proceeding.  By  the  rules  of  the  Stock  Exchange, 
enever  a  call  is  made  in  respect  of  any  shares  previous 
a  transfer,  the  vendor  is  entitled  immediately  to  pay 
li  call  without  questioning  its  legality,  and  although  it 
y  not  be  actually  payable  for  some  time  thereafter. 
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i«e3.         Previous  to  the  date  of  the  said  second  call,  some  ol 

CaotxBY      defendants  the  directors  had  sold  shares  in  the  said 

Thb  Bank    P*^^y  **  *  premium  of  2/.  or  more.     The  result  of  mi 

OF  Walbs.    such  call  pending  the  settlement  of  the  account  oi 

Statefn»nt.     Stock  Exchange  was  not  only  to  secure  payment  i 

vance  of  a  large  amount  in  anticipation  of  the  call 

also  to  depreciate  the  shares  in  the  market,  and  e 

the  directors  of  the  company,  and  other  vendors  of  si 

to  buy  them  back  at  a  reduced  price,  or  receive  a 

transfer  difference ;  and  the  plaintiff  charges  that  ii 

some  of  the  defendants  the  directors  who  had  sold  ft 

at  a  premium  of  2/.  per  share  and  upwards,  actually 

chased  them  back  at  a  discount  of  H  per  share. 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  one  of  the   private  I 

ing  concerns  referred  to  in  the  said  prospectus  was  a 

established  and  valuable  business,  and,  although  not 

ciiically  named  in  the  said  prospectus,  the  directon 

caused  it  to  be  extensively  known  that  it  was  the  bof 

of  Messrs.  Crawshay,  Bailey,  &  Company,  of  Nein 

and  it  was  upon  the  faith  of  such  representation,  a 

the  representation  in  the  prospectus  that  the  com 

was  formed  to  take  up  generally  private  banking 

cerns,  the  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  which 

nearly  complete,  that  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  i 

for  and  become  the  purchaser  of  shares  in  the  comps 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  the  aforesaid  statemei 

the  said  prospectus  is  altogether  untrue^  and  was  i 

the  knowledge  of   the   defendants  at  the  time  it 

issued,  and  that  the  only  negotiation,  if  any,  ever  i 

with  the  said  company  for  the  purchase  of  private  h 

ing  concerns  was  that  for  the  purchase  of  the  busiiie 

of  Messrs.  Crawshay,  Bailey,  &  Company,  and  that  i 

negotiation,  if  ever  opened,  had  proceeded  but  a  i 

little  way,  and  ultimately  went  off,  and  it  could  d< 

have  been  truthfully  said  that  the  negotiations  for 

purchase  were  nearly  complete. 
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Instead  of  purchasing  private  banking  concerns^ 
be  Bud  company  now  threaten  and  intend  to  waste  the 
isets  of  the  company  in  the  establishment  of  rival  bank- 
Dg  concerns  in  the  same  towns  in  which  such  private 
)anks  are  established. 

Immediately  on  the  issuing  of  the  said  prospectus 
soataining  the  representations  aforesaid^  and  in  full  belief 
tf  the  truthfulness  of  such  representations,  the  shares  in 
the  said  company  became  very  popular,  and  were  at  a 
OODsiderable  premium  before  the  allotment  took  place,  and 
the  plaintiff,  and  divers  other  persons,  in  addition  to  the 
ihares  which  they  applied  to  have  allotted  to  them,  pur- 
ehased  shares  in  the  company  at  a  premium.  Such 
ihares  were  purchased  for  the  first  settling-day  which  the 
committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange  might  appoint ;  and 
the  plaintiff  and  the  other  purchasers  were  bound  to  com- 
plete their  purchases  on  such  settling-day,  notwithstand- 
ing any  intervening  circumstances.  All  the  defendants 
hereto  well  knew  of  the  purchase  of  such  shares  at  the 
time  the  same  was  made,  and  some  of  the  said  defendants 
themselves  sold  shares  in  the  said  company  at  a  consider* 
able  premium  before  the  allotment  had  taken  place. 

On  or  about  the  17th  of  April,  1863,  the  allottees 
of  shares  in  respect  of  which  the  second  call  had  not  been 
ptid,  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  received  a  cir- 
cular letter,  signed  by  the  secretary  of  the  said  company, 
ttmouncing  that  the  directors  had  resolved  that  the  2/. 
pud  on  deposit  and  allotment  should  be  credited  as  in 
part  payment  of  the  call  of  51.  per  share  due  on  the  dOth 
instant  Some  holders  of  shares  in  the  satd  company  on 
which  the  call  of  5/.  had  been  paid,  under  the  circum- 
itanoes  aforesaid,  thereupon  applied  for  a  return  of  2/. 
per  share ;  but  the  defendants  declined  to  comply  with 
their  request. 

At   the    time    the  aforesaid  second  call  was  made. 
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18G3.         nothing  had  been  paid  by  any  of  the  subscribers  to  the 
said  memorandum  of  Association ;  nor  was  any  call  made 
on  them,  or  either  of  them^  in  respect  of  the  shares  wluck 
they  thereby  agreed  to  take,  nor  on  the  forty-five  shares 
Statement,     in  the  said  company  which  remained  unallotted. 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  all  the  defendants  have 
been  guilty  of  such  acts  of  misrepresentation  and  sup- 
pression as  entitle  him,  and  the  other  shareholders  in  the 
Company,  to  a  return  of  the  amount  paid  by  them  re- 
spectively, and  to  be  relieved  from  all  further  liability  in 
connection  with  the  said  company. 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  under  the  circumstances 
hereinbefore  stated,  neither  the  call  of  5L  nor  of  St  per 
share  was  legally  made,  and  that  the  defendants  ought  to 
be  restrained  from  enforcing:  or  receiving:  the  same. 

The  plaintiff  charges  that  many  other  of  the  acta 
and  proceedings  of  the  said  defendants,  in  reference  to  the 
said  company  were  unauthorised  and  illegal,  and  that  the 
defendants  William  Macnaughtan  and  John  Hackblock, 
having  received  the  plaintifTs  dei>osit,  and  having  been 
parties  to  the  aforesaid  misrepresentations  and  suppres- 
sions, are  liable,  notwithstanding  their  subsequent  with- 
drawal from  the  direction,  to  make  good  the  loss  occa- 
sioned by  such  misrepresentations  and  suppressions. 

The  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  threatened  to 
enforce  the  aforesaid  second  call,  unless  they  shall  be  re 
strained  from  so  doing  l)y  the  order  and  injunction  of 
this  Honourable  Court. 


The  plaintiff  prayed  as  follows  : — 

"  1.  That  it  mav  be  declared  that  the  defendants  were 
guilty  of  misrepresentation  and  suppression  as  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff,  and  all  the  other  persons  who  have  paid 
money  on  the  faith  of  such  misrepresentation,  and  in  if 
norance  of  suppression,  to  a  repayment  thereof,  and  diat 
all  the  defendants  may  be  declared  liable  to  repay  sodi 
amounts  respectively. 
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'  2,  That  it  may  be  declared  that  the  aforesaid  call  of        1863^ 
or  32.  per  share  was  and  is  illegal  and  void,  and  that 

defendants  may  be  restrained  from  enforcing  or  re- 
ring  the  same^  or  from  declaring  the  forfeiture  of  any 
re  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  such  call,  and  statement. 
t  the  defendants  the  directors  may  be  decreed  to  re- 
'  the  amount  already  received  by  them  on  account  of 
hcalh 

'  3.  That  the  defendants  may  be  restrained  from  opening 
establishing  any  banking  business  in  competition  with 
private  banking  concerns  referred  to  in  the  prospectus^ 

upon  the  fiuth  of  the  purchase  of  which  for  the  said 
ipany,  and  the  carrying  on  of  which  by  the  said  com- 
j,  the  plaintiff  and  others  were  induced  to  become 
reholders  therein. 

4.  That  the  defendants  may  be  decreed  to  repay  the 
I  sum  of  6000/.,  with  interest  thereon." 


rhe  Solicitor-General  and  Mr.  Roxburgh^  for  the  de-     Argument. 

lants,  opened  the  demurrer,  but  were  stopped  by  the 

art 


tfr.  Malins  and  Mr.  W.  Morris  for  the  plaintiff, 
[t  was  sufficient  to  support  this  bill  if  the  plaintiff  were 
itled  to  any  relief  or  discovery.     It  was  quite  clear 
it  the  payment  of  the  60007.  without  a  previous  investi- 
tion  of  the  claim  was  improper ;  or,  at  all  events,  tlie 
(Hh  article  proved  that  so  soon  as  shares  to  the  amount 
500,000/.  had  been  allotted,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
"ectors  to  pay  6000/.  to  the  said  C.  Parke ;  but  the  bill 
^ed,  and  the  demurrer  admitted,  that  no  such  amount 
1  ever  been  subscribed  for.     Again :  the  bill  alleged 
it  there  hadjbeen  misrepresentation  and  suppression  of 
is,  which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  relief. 
roL.  IV.  z 
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The  Yice-Chamcellob  : — 

This  bill  is  filed  by  one  shareholder^  Who  tfl^  to  I 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  shareholders  tw 
the  defendants.  He  sues  the  corporation  itself  aadud 
individuals  named,  who  are  directors^  and  iays  thil  < 
of  them  has  improperly  receired  a  siikn  of  motley  %l 
belongs  to  the  corporation.  The  first  part  of  the  ft 
prayed  is  upon  the  ground  of  general  misrepreseniil 
and  suppression  by  the  defendants^  and  the  phdntiff  i 
that  he  and  all  other  shareholders  who  hare  pakl  ti 
money  upon  such  misrepresentation  and  such  mippM 
are  entitled  to  the  repayment  of  the  money. 

But  the  plaintiff*  has  no  right  to  maintain  a  suit 
such  a  purpose.  In  Jones  v.  Garcia  del  /2£»  (a)^  L 
Eldon  said  that  a  case  of  fraud  alleged  undw  suoh 
cumstances  amounted  to  a  distinct  and  separate  grooa 
complaint  in  equity  for  each  shareholder.  At  psgeJ 
Lord  Eldon  said,  'Hhat  the  plaintiffs  in  that  oaMt 
they  had  any  demand  at  all,  had  each  a  demand  atl 
and  each  a  several  demand  in  equity ;  that  they  could ; 
file  a  bill  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  other  holden 
scrip ;  and,  as  they  were  unable  to  do  that,  they  w 
not,  having  three  distinct  demands,  file  one  bilL"  H 
first  part  of  the  relief  prayed  therefore,  fell  clearly  wiH 
the  principle  of  Jones  v.  Garcia  del  Rio,  Lord  Elf 
said,  moreover,  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  each  party  I 
a  separate  demand  in  equity,  and  that  no  one  is  entitt 
in  a  general  way,  to  appear  for  himself  and  to  repiM 
the  other  shareholders,  or  to  come  forward  and  compli 
in  that  character  of  an  injury  which  is  a  separate  iiyv 

The  next  part  of  the  relief  prayed  is  in  respect  of 
alleged  illegal  demand  in  the  shape  of  a  call  of  3i  or. 
This  is  a  question  of  construction  as  to  what  a  call  is, i 


(a)  T.  &  Bass.  297. 
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lore  it  is  as  plain  as  language  can  show  that  by  the  me- 
iiorandum  of  association^  which  is  the  contract  between 
ke  parties^  and  the  prospectus^  there  is  a  difference  made 
latween  a  payment  on  deposit^  a  payment  on  allotment, 
U  a  calL  This  is  pointedly  noticed  by  the  fifteenth 
tt^tion  in  the  bill.  A  call  is  a  thing  which  cannot  be 
Hide  until  shares  have  been  alloted.  If  the  bill  had  not 
MOted  out  this  difference^  the  objection  taken  would  be 
td  to  this  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case ;  and  the  bill  could 
It  be  sustained  upon  thai  ground  even  if  it  were  not 
nrered  by  the  decision  in  Jones  v.  Garcia  del  Rio. 
The  next  ground  is  more  extraordinary  than  the  others. 
be  bill  seeks  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  opening 
oking  establishments  in  competition  with  the  private 
iddng  concerns  referred  to  in  the  prospectus.  But  this 
rt  of  the  case  is  completely  contradicted  by  the  Ian- 
age  of  the  prospectus,  for  the  whole  purpose  of  the 
malion  of  this  corporation — a  large  banking  concern — 
a  to  establish  banking  establishments  in  various  parts 
Wales.  To  say  that  that  purpose  is  not  to  be  carried 
0  effect  because  the  bank  will  come  into  competition 
kh  private  banks  in  Wales,  is  something  like  nonsense. 
is  said  that  the  directors  represented  to  various 
1188  that  what  was  meant  by  establishing  banks  in 
ales,  although  it  was  not  set  forth  in  the  prospectus, 
a  the  purchase  of  the  establishment  of  Crawshay, 
daj,  &  Co.  in  some  particular  town.  There  is  no 
irant  for  that,  and  this  part  of  the  case  is  so  wholly 
onaistent  vrith  the  prospectus,  and  with  anything 
(fe  18  feasible  in  the  other  statements  of  the  bill,  that 
have  been  unable  to  follow  the  arguments  pressed 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  Mr.  Malins  took  his 
nmd  upon  the  alleged  wrongful  payment  of  the  6000/. 
e  bill  prays  that  this  sum  may  be  ordered  to  be  repaid, 
t  it  does  not  say  to  whom  it  should  be  repaid.  The 
morandum  of  association  in  express  terms  authorises 

??2 
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the  directors^  without  further  warrant  or  aathoritj, 
when  a  sufficient  allotment  of  shares  has  been  made,  to 
pay  a  gross  sum  of  6000/.  to  Charles  Parke^  his  execa- 
tors^  administrators^  and  assigns.  Now^  as  to  the  allot- 
ment of  shares^  the  12th  paragraph  of  the  bill  complttu 
that  the  directors  precipitately  on  the  3rd  February  allotted 
the  shares,  but  the  statement  is  very  confused  when  leii 
in  connection  with  other  statements  that  the  directors  fl 
not  allot  5000  shares,  but  only  4955.  But,  in  refeieaea 
to  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  that  the  directors  aUottal 
forty-five  shares  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  thelM 
paragraph,  in  order  to  give  an  appearance  of  legalilyto 
their  proceedings,  I  can  find  nothing  to  justify  the  stit^ 
ments  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  can  I  say  that  he  or  any  otte 
person  is  entitled  to  any  relief  in  respect  of  the  fiOOOt 
The  plaintiff  endeavours  to  make  out  a  case  that  H 
6000/.  was  wrongly  paid,  not  because  paid  too  soon,  M 
because  no  bill  of  costs  had  ever  been  delivered, 
rection  in  the  memorandum  of  association  is  that 
6000/.  shall  be  paid  by  the  directors,  without  any  h 
power  or  authority  from  the  shareholders,  as  a  gross 
Upon  that  ground  of  complaint  the  bill  also  fails. 

What  remains  of  the  bill  consists  of  statements  im 
ing  misrepresentation  and  fraud,  but  there  is  no 
statement  to  show  in  what  such  fraud  and  misrep: 
tion  consisted,  which,  when  charged,  ought  to  be  set 
in  particmlar  allegations.     The  demurrer  must  be  alio 
with  costs. 


His  Honour  refused  leave  to  amend. 
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THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  THE  ~ 

EWKESBURY  AND  MALVERN  RAILWAY       March  19. 

COMPANY. 

SIS  was  an  injunction  filed  on  the  relation  of  Archdea-  where  the 
Timbrill,  one  of  the  trustees  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  III.  Som  for  the^' 
Qir  an  Act  for  maintainino^  certain  roads  into  and  from  ^^onsta-uction 

^  o  of  a  bridge 

town  of  Tewkesbury  towards  Gloucester  and  "Wor-  over  a  public 
jer,  and  prayed  that  the  company  might  be  restrained  gcribed  the 
Q  erecting  or  building  any  bridge  over  the  road  men-  proj^/^  *^® 
led  in  the  pleadins^s  so  as  to  leave  a  less  width  than  bridge  a» 

^        ^  .  ,  .  t      ,         ,  forty-five  feet, 

y-five  feet,  or  except  in  accordance  with  the  plans  the  Court 
sections  so  deposited  as  aforesaid.     The  bill  stated  the  company 
constitution  of  the  turnpike  trust,  and  that,  by  virtue  fromcon- 

,,       ,  ''  8tr acting  the 

the  powers  and  authorities  in  that  behalf  contained  said  bridge 
the  said  Acts  of  Parliament,  the  land  forming  the  acconlance 
th-westem  side  of  the  turnpike  road  hereinafter  men-  ^J^g^J®^ 
led  for  a  considerable  distance  along  its  course,  and  sections  so 
lading  the  whole  site  of  the  excavation  made  by  the      The  13th 
endants,  as  hereinafter  stated,  was  in  the  year  1833  j^diwoy^ 
rdiased  for  and  appropriated  to,  the  purpose  of  widen-  ^J*"J**  ^**» 
;  the  said  turnpike  road,  and  thereby  improving  the  provides 
truice  to  the  town  of  Tewkesbury  into  which  it  leads,  \^  any  place 
d  the  said  land  is  now  vested  in  the  said  trustees  so  1* "  intended 

to  carry  the 

pointed  as  aforesaid.  railway  on  an 

The  bill  then  alleged  that  by  the  Tewkesbury  and  orbyaviaduct| 
•Ivem  Act,  1860,  incorporating  the   Lands   Clauses  SeTianrlnd 
d  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Acts,  the  company  sections,  the 

,  .  same  shall  be 

^  empowered  to  make  the  line  of  railway.     That  by  made  accord- 
^n  28  it  was  enacted,  "  that,  subject  to  the  powers  l°foriing*ta*' 
i  provisions  in  that  Act  and  the  Acts  incorporated  ""^^^^ 
^ewith,  the  company  might  make  and   maintain  the 
Way  and  works  on  the  line  and  upon  the  lands  de- 
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lineated  on  the  plans  and  described  in  the  books  of  refe- 
rence so  deposited  as  aforesaid,  and  according  to  tlie 
levels  defined  on  the  said  sections,  and  might  enter  upon, 
take,  and  use  such  of  the  said  lands  gs  should  be  neces- 
sary for  such  purpose." 

"  Under  the  powers  contained  in  that  'behalf  in  the 
said  ^  Tewkesbury  and  Malvern  B^ilway  Act,  1860/ 
and  in  the  Acts  therein  incorporated  as  aforesaid,  At 
defendants  commenced  and  have  for  some  time  past  ben 
proceeding  with  the  construction  of  their  said  nSlinft 
and  in  the  course  of  such  construction  they  intend  IB 
carry  their  said  railway  by  a  bridge  over  i^nd  acroB  I 
turnpike  road  leading  from  the  town  of  Tewkesbmy 
towards  Bredon  and  Pershore,  at  a  point  within  the  pin4 
and  borough  of  Tewkesbury. 

^'  The  said  turnpike  road  consists  of  a  carriage  nA 
and  a  raised  footpath,  and  at  the  point  at  which  it  ii 
intended  to  cross  it  by  the  said  bridge,  at  the  centre  Enj 
of  the  said  bridge,  the  said  road  is  of  the  width  of  fcft^ 
three  feet,  or  thereabouts,  the  carriage  road  being  of 
width  of  thirty-seven  feet,  or  thereabouts,  and  die  io0l» 
path  of  six  feet  or  thereabouts. 

^^  The  plans  and  sections  deposited  by  the  defendaili 
previously  to  their  obtaining  their  said  Act  of  Piffiir 
ment,  and  which  plans  and  sections  are  therein  reftmi; 
to,  show  that  the  said  turnpike  road  at  the  point  ia  qo# 
tion  is  to  be  crossed  by  the  defendants'  said  railway  upfli 
one  arch  of  forty-five  feet  span,  such  span  being  ^ 
necessary  span  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  aadimi* 
nished  the  width  of  the  said  turnpike  road* 

'^  In  the  month  of  November  last,  Mr«  Anstie,  (Vf 
of  the  assistant-engineers  of  the  said  coaipany,  and  of 
behalf  of  the  said  company,  attended  a  meeting  of  Al 
said  trustees,  and  requested  from  them  permission  to  10^ 
row  the  span  of  the  proposed  bridge  to  thirty-lte  Mt 
and  to  erect  one  of  the  pitrs  for  the  mapfori  thelMf 


CASES  IN  GHANGERT. 

north-west  side  of  and  upon  the  said  turnpike  road, 
to  encroach  upon  the  said  turnpike  road  for  that  pur- 
\y  but  the  said  trustees  after  considering  the  matter 
oimously  refused  to  give  the  desired  per  mission. 
On  the  9th  day  of  January  last,  or  thereabouts, 
without  any  further  communication  with  the  trus- 
»  the  engineers  or  contractors  of  the  said  company 
menced  to  break  up  the  said  turnpike  road,  and  to 
e  excavations  in  the  said  road  for  the  foundation  of 
Baid  pier,  and  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  the  said 
Anstie,  in  answer  to  a  remonstrance  made  to  him  on 
subject,  stated  that  the  works  were  being  done  by 
direolions,  under  the   orders  of  Mr.  Hemans,   the 
r  engineer  of  the  said  company,  and  that  the  effect 
le  works  when  completed  would  be  to  leave  a  clear 
h  of  thirty-five  feet  for  the  carriage  road  and  foot- 
,  which  width  was  all  that  Mr.  Hemans  considered 
Bsary,  and  all  that  the  public  were  entitled  to. 
On  the  12th  day  of  January,  1863,  Messrs.  C.  W. 
re  and  L.  W.  Lewis,  who  are  the  clerks  of  the 
trustees,  and  on  their  behalf,  wrote  and  caused  to  be 
le  same  day  served  on  the  said  Mr.  Anstie,  and  also 
ie  Bub-contractor  for  the  said  works,  and  on  the  fol- 
ig  day  to  be  served  on  the  Secretary  of  the  defen- 
1^  said  company,  a  notice  in  writing,  which  was  as 
M  (that  is  to  say) : — 
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the  Tewkesbury  and  Malvern  Bailway  Compay,  and 
ko  their  engineers  and  contractors,  and  to  all  other 
peteons  concerned* 

hereas  by  the  Tewkesbury  and  Malvern  Railway 
Act,  1860>  your  said  company  are  authorized  to 
construct  a  line  of  riulway  and  works  in  accord- 
ance with  certain  deposited  plans  and  sections  in 
the  said  Act  referred  to,  and  which  plans  and  sec- 
tions (as  also  the  Parliamentary  notice  given  by 
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the  promoters  of  the  said  railway  to  the 
mentioned  trustees)  show  that  it  was  intended  to 
carry  the  said  railway  orer  the  turnpike  rood, 
leading  from   the   town  of  Tewkesbury  towaids 
Bredon^  by  a  bridge,  to  consist  of  one  arch  ot 
forty-five  feet  span,  and  sixteen  feet  high.    And 
whereas,  at  a  meeting  of  the  troBtees  of  the  nid 
turnpike  road,  held  on  the  14th  day  of  NoYember 
last,  you,  or  some  of  you,  by  Mr.  John  Anstie, 
one  of  the  engineers  of  the  said  company,  applied 
to  said  trustees  for  permission  to  reduce  the  span  oi 
the  said  intended  arch  from  forty-fire  to  thirty- 
five  feet,  and  for  that  purpose  to  build  the  north- 
western pier  of  the  said  intended  bridge  upon  part 
of  the  said  turnpike  road,  but  which  permisfflon 
was  unanimously  refused  by  the   said  trustees. 
And  whereas,  in  spite  of  such  refusal,  you,  or 
some  of  you,  are  illegally  proceeding  to  erect  the 
said  bridge  of  a  less  span  than  is  specified  on  the 
said  plans  and  sections,  and  for  that  purpose  hiTe 
already  encroached  on  the  sud  turnpike  road,  ud 
made  an  excavation  therein  for  the  foundations  of 
the  said  intended  pier,  and  erected  a  line  of  posts 
and  rails  on  the  said  road,  and  by  such  encroach- 
ments, have  reduced  the  width  of  the  said  turn* 
pike  road  available  for  the  passage  of  carriages  to 
thirty  feet,  or  thereabout.    Now,  therefore,  we 
the   undersigned    Charles   William    Moore  aad 
Lauriston  Winterbotham  Lewis,  as  the  clerks  t* 
the  said  trustees,  and  on  their  behalf  and  by  their 
authority,  do  hereby  give  you  notice  and  require 
you  and  every  of  you  forthwith  to  desist  fiom  the' 
illegal  prosecution  of  the  said  works,  and  not  0 
any  manner  to  deviate   from  the  said  plans  and 
sections  so  as  to  encroach  upon  or  interfere  witk 
the  free  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  tonpib 
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road^  and  also  forthwith  to  remove  the  said  posts 
and  rails,  and  to  fill  up  the  said  excavation,  and 
effectually  to  restore  the  said  turnpike  road  to  its 
former  state  and  condition,  except  in  so  far  (if  at 
all)  as  such  road  may  be  necessarily  encroached 
upon  by  a  bridge  of  the  character  and  span  shown 
on  the  said  plans  and  sections^  and  also  to  pay 
and  satisfy  to  the  said  trustees  all  costs^  charges^ 
and  expenses  incurred  or  sustained  by  reason  or 
in  consequence  of  such  your  illegal  proceedings. 
And  we  give  you  and  every  of  you  further  notice, 
that  unless  you  shall  forthwith  comply  with  the 
foregoing  requirements,  the  said  trustees  will  take 
such  proceedings,  by  action  at  law,  a  bill  in  Chan- 
cery, indictment,  or  otherwise,  against  you  and 
every  or  any  of  you,  as  counsel  may  advise,  for 
preventing  the  illegal  prosecution  of  the  said 
works  or  procuring  the  removal  thereof,  if  per- 
sisted in,  and  for  obtaining  compensation  for  any 
loss  or  injury  thereby  occasioned,  and  for  punish- 
ing all  persons  offending  in  the  premises.  Dated 
the  12th  day  of  January,  1863. 

*  (Signed)        Charles  W,  Moore. 

Lauriston  W.  Lewis.' 

Shortly  after  the  said  notice  was  sent  to  the  defend- 
,  their  engineer  proposed  a  meeting  with  some  of  the 
tees,  which  meeting  took  place  on  the  19th  day  of 
iiary,  1868,  and  was  attended  by  Mr.  Holland,  the 
pany's  solicitor,  and  Mr.  Hemans,  their  chief  engineer, 
several  other  persons  engaged  in  the  construction  of 
said  railway.  The  said  interview,  however,  ended  by 
said  Mr.  Hemans  insisting  on  the  right  of  the  defend- 
to  proceed  as  they  had  begun,  which  he  intimated 
would  do,  and  leave  the  trustees  to  apply  for  an 
iction  if  they  chose.  ** 
lie  trustees  thereupon  held  a  meeting,  at  which  it 
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was  unanimously  agreed  to  apply  for  an  injunetion  to  die 
Court  of  Chancery. 

The  bill  contained  the  following'  allegations,  which 
were  proved  by  affidavit: — 

**  14.  The  excavation  in  the  said  turnpike  road,  made 
by  the  defendants,  for  the  foundation  of  the  pier  so  pro- 
posed to  be  made  by  them  as  aforesaid,  is  fifty-eight  feet 
long,  and  varies  in  width  from  four  to  seven  feet,  and  it 
its  point  of  greatest  encroachment  extends  into  the  eiid 
road  so  as  to  diminish  the  width  thereof  by  the  space  of 
eleven  feet  or  thereabouts ;  and  outside  of  the  said  exctr 
vation,  and  further  into  and  upon  the  said  road,  the 
defendants  have  carried  a  line  of  posts  and  rails,  which 
further  diminishes  the  width  of  the  said  road,  and  rednoei 
the  width  thereof  available  to  the  public  for  the  passage 
of  carriages  to  twenty-three  feet  or  thereaboiits. 

*^  15.  The  result  of  the  defendants'  said  works,  if  car- 
ried on  in  the  manner  proposed  and  commenced  by  them, 
will  be  to  effect  a  permanent  encroachment  on  the  saii 
road  to  the  extent  of  ten  feet,  or  thereabouts,  and  a  pe^ 
manent  reduction  of  the  width  available  for  the  passage 
of  carriages  to  twenty-nine  feet,  or  thereabouts. 

^^  16.  The  defendants  allege  and  insist  that  they  are  li 
liberty,  under  the  provisions  of  *  The  Tewkesbury  aai 
Malvern  Bailway  Act,  I860,'  as  aforesaid^  to  make  Ae 
said  bridge  of  a  span  of  only  thirty «-five  feet^  the  effeelflf 
which  will  be  to  allow  permanently  thirty-^ve  feat  (ffif 
for  the  combined  width  both  of  the  carriage  and  ^wtfl^i 

^<  17.  The  said  turnpike  road  is  imieh  used  by  lb 
public,  and  the  point  of  such  proposed  crossing,  as  t&ii* 
Said,  is  at  or  close  to  the  entrance  of  the  town  of  TnAi^ 
bufy,  and  the  present  condition  of  the  eaid  iwd  sTMl 
fi*om  such  excavation,  posts,  and  fimJsj  i^  afonmi4>  ilh^d 
the  permanent  abridgment  of  the  width  of  the  «iui  isd 
by  building  the  said  bridge  as  proposed  hy  the  defir 
dants  contrarjF  to  the  plana  an4  leetioDS  90  d^wtid  ^ 
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em  as  aforesaid,  will,  if  permitted,  be  an  inconvenience 
id  injury  to  the  public. 

"  18.  The  said  trustees  of  the  said  road,  and  the  plain- 
f  who  represents  them  in  this  suit,  have  also  an  indi- 
dual  interest  and  duty  to  maintain  the  said  road  in  good 
pair,  and  of  undiminished  width  and  accommodation, 
id  by  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendants  herein  stated 
e  said  trustees  have  sustained  considerable  damage  and 
pense,  by  reason  of  the  necessity  of  employing  sur- 
yors,  and  otherwise  ascertaining  and  resisting  the 
icroachments  of  the  defendants. 

*M9.  The  informant  and  plaintiff  are  advised  and 
bmit  that  the  proceedings  of  the  defendants  in  exca- 
iting  and  obstructing  the  said  road  in  manner  aforesaid 
e  unauthorized  and  illegal,  but  the  defendants  refuse  to 
ter  their  course  of  procedure,  and  threaten  and  intend 
proceed  with  their  said  bridge  and  works  in  the  manner 
1  which  the  same  have  been  commenced,  and  have 
jcently  signified  their  intention  to  apply  to  the  Board  of 
rade  to  decide  upon  the  question  at  issue. 
'^21,  The  defendants  have  lately  set  out  and  been 
ailding  the  other  or  south-eastern  pier  of  the  said  bridge^ 
ad,  notwithstanding  they  were  cautioned  on  the  subject 
J  the  surveyor  of  the  said  trustees,  the  defendants  have 
odsted  in  building  the  same,  so  that,  as  the  said  trus- 
ses have  recently  discovered,  the  brickwork  of  the  last^ 
le&tioned  pier  encroaches  into  the  footpath  of  the  said 
mipike  road  to  the  extent  of  nine  inches  or  there- 
bouts,  and  thereby  the  width  of  the  said  footpath  is 
)doced  to  five  feet,  one  inch,  or  thereabouts,  and  a  ftir* 
ler  diminution  over  and  above  the  diminution  resulting 
ta  the  matters  hereinbefore  stated  is  made  in  the  tot«l 
idth  of  the  said  road.*' 
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The  railway  company  are  bound  by  the  plans  and  sec- 
tions deposited^  which  was  the  only  guide  that  Parlia- 
ment or  the  public  could  have  as  to  the  proposed  works. 
If  a  railway  company  were  at  liberty  to  depart  from  the 
plans,  there  would  be  no  certainty  as  to  their  powers.  If 
they  could  make  a  road  ten  feet  less  than  that  deugnated 
by  the  plan,  why  not  twenty  feet  less  ?  The  argument 
did  not  apply  to  roads  and  bridges  only,  but  to  all  die 
works  which  a  company  were  authorized  to  do.  To 
allow  them,  therefore,  to  vary  from  their  plans  was  to 
give  them  powers  beyond  those  given  by  the  Le^slature. 

But,  secondly,  it  was  submitted  that  the  language  of 
the  13th  section  of  the  Railway  Clauses  Act  was  ex- 
press :  the  words  were,  "  that  where  it  is  intended  to 
carry  the  railway  by  a  viaduct,  as  marked  on  the  plans 
and  sections,  the  same  shall  be  made  accordingly. **  Tbt 
is,  according  to  such  plans  and  sections. 

It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  wis 
entitled  to  the  injunction. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Dryden  for  the  company. — Theword 
"  accordingly"  meant,  "  in  pursuance  of  the  power  con- 
ferred,*'and  was  not  intended  to  prescribe  any  precise  mode 
of  exercising  such  power.  There  was  a  general  enactment 
applicable  to  the  construction  of  viaducts  over  turnpike 
roads  in  the  49th  section  of  the  Railway  Clauses  Ac^ 
with  which  this  13  th  section  did  not  intend  to  interfere. 
That  was,  that  every  viaduct  over  a  turnpike  road  should 
leave  a  space  of  thirty-five  feet :  that  is  what  the  com- 
pany proposed  to  do  here.  No  special  case  had  been 
made  on  the  passing  of  this  Act  for  a  greater  span  than 
usual,  nor  indeed  was  any  such  now  made  by  the  bill*' 
the  Legislature  never  could  have  intended  such  as 
unmeaning  thing,  as,  without  any  reason  being  assigned 
for  it,  to  override  the  general  rule  Md  down  in  the  49tli 
section.  It  was  submitted  that  the  motion  must  be 
refused. 
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i-CHANCELLOB : — 

itruing  the  Act  of  Parliament^  the  deposited 
sections  to  which  the  Act  refers  must  also  be 
.  The  railway  company,  according  to  their 
plans  and  sections,  describe  the  breadth  of  the 

be  forty-five  feet.  The  13th  section  of  the 
I!lauses  Act  says,  '^  That  where  in  any  place 
ied  to  carry  the  railway  on  an  arch  or  arches, 
aduct,  as  marked  on  the  plans  and  sections,  the 
be  made  accordingly.^^  The  word  "  accordingly" 
le  to  mean,  ^'  according  to  the  plans  and  sections," 
lot  say,  upon  the  construction  of  those  words, 
e  plans  and  sections  describe  a  bridge  as  being 
th  of  forty-five  feet,  the  work  is  made  according 
lans  and  sections  if  it  is  made  only  thirty-five 
eadth.  If  I  had  any  doubt  about  that,  I  think 
be  removed  by  the  14th  section,  which  imme- 
llows,  which  gives  power  to  the  company  in 
les  to  alter  or  deviate  from  what  is  described 
ns  and  sections.  The  14th  section  says :  '^  It 
>e  lawful  for  the  company  to  deviate  from  or 
Gradients,  curves,  tunnels,  or  other  engineering 
bribed  in  the  plans  and  sections,  except  within 
lits  therein  specified."  It  seems  impossible  to  say 
Ige  is  not  an  engineering  work  as  described  in 
and  sections,  and,  unless  under  this  power  to 

is  described  in  the  plans  and  sections  a  power 

0  alter  the  dimensions  from  forty-five  feet  to 
feet,  there  is  no  power  to  make  an  alteration 

e  of  construction  that  is  pointed  out  in  the  plans 
IS  at  all.  It  is  said,  however,  that  the  49th  sec- 
es  directly  to  this  case,  because  the  49th  section 
shall  be  the  breadth  of  every  bridge  to  be 
r  carrying  a  railway  over  any  road,  and  there  it 

1  that  the  breadth  shall  in  no  case  be  less  than 
feet.     That  seems  to  be  very  plain  language. 
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If  the  deposited  plans  and  sectionB  had  said  tliat 
breadth  should  be  thirty-five  feet^  that  would  be  ^tUn 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament;  but  when  ike 
deposited  plans  and  sections  state  that  it  shall  be  more 
than  thirty-five  feet-^that  is,  that  it  should  be  forty-fiTC 
feet — it  has  been  gravely  argued  that  saying  that  *4t  ihiU 
not  be  less  than  thirty-five  feet"  means  that ''  it  Bhailnol 
be  more/*  The  information  is  filed  by  the  Attorney- 
General  in  a  matter  that  coneerns  the  public.  The 
proper  breadth  and  the  proper  dimensions^  with  regard  to 
a  public  road,  are  matters  of  public  concern  i  and  I  tluok 
the  railway  company^  when  they  deposited  their  plioi 
and  sections,  showed  a  very  just  regard  for  the  pnUe 
interest  when  they  described  that  the  breadth  would  be 
forty-five  feet;  and  they  have  no  power^  in  my  opimoDf 
according  to  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  Parlianiest, 
to  deviate  from  that.  I  must,  therefore,  by  the  injunc- 
tion of  this  Court,  restrain  them  from  doing  so.  Ih 
injunction  must  be  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  of  the  bilL 
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Williams  v.  cooke.  mreh  n. 

[IS  suit  was  instituted  to  administer  the  estate  of  Where  a  mar« 
lard  DaVieSi  the  testator  in  the  cause^  who  prior  to  who  prior  to 
lecease  deposited  with  his  niece  E.  A.  Dayies,  now  ^"Jli^^^SS* 
i  Cooke,  the  title  deeds  of  certain  real  property  at  "oder  a  wui 

^toa  debt  pay- 

msburj^  in  order  to  secure  a  sum  of  442/.  due  by  able  after  the 

to  his  said  niece.  sSlr/ieSSIred 

lie  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the  19th  April,  1844^  on  land  by  the 

.    ^  1,       1         deposit  of  title 

led  the  same  messuage  and  premises,  and  all  other  deeds,  by  deed 

^  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoerer,  and  all  his  *oinerher^ 

mal    estate,    to  his    sister    Mary   Eleanor  Davies  ^"HJ^n^^her 

m  he  also  appointed  his  sole  executrix)  for  life,  share  and 

,     .  ,  .  interest  in  the 

ed  and  discharged  during  her  life  from  the  payment  said  debt, 
ih  debt  or  sum  of  442/i  then  due  and  owing  by  him  ^  ^,S*4 
is  niece  Elizabeth  Abigail  Davies,"  and  interest  at  ^^  ^^^^  ^ , 

°  secure  monies 

&r  cent.^  and  also  freed  and  discharged  from  another  due  by  her 
of  105/.  10«.  6(f.,  then   due  to  his  said  sister,  and  i7«;<;,inTsuit 
est,  but  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  his  other  debts  ^^^^^ 
iimeral  and  testamentary  expenses ;  it  beins  his  will  ©state,  that 

,  °.  she  was  not 

she  should  enjoy  the  rents  and  income  of  his  real  entitled  to  a 
lersonal  estate  without  any  deduction  in  respect  of  o^*|ff°thf 

aid  two  debts;  and  from  and  after  the  death  of  his  proceeds  of 

the  real  estate. 

*  he  gave  and  devised  his  said  messuage  or  dwelling- 
3  to  Peter  Beck  and  the  said  Elizabeth  Abigail 
68,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust,  by  sale  or 
gage  of  the  premises  or  otherwise,  to  raise  such 
as  they  should  think  necessary  to  pay  and  discharge 
aid  debts  and  interest,  and  also  the  further  sum  of 
,  which  he  bequeathed  to  his  said  niece,  and  subject 
to  upon  trust  for  the  said  Elizabeth  Abigail  Davies 
ite  other  t>er80US  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in  com- 
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mon ;  with  remainder,  as  to  two  of  the  shares,  in  the 
event  of  the  devisees  dying  under  twenty-one  without 
issue,  to  his  said  niece  Elizabeth  Abigail  Davies,  ber 
heirs  and  assigns.  Testator  also  bequeathed  all  his  pe^ 
sonal  estate,  after  the  death  of  his  sister,  to  his  mi 
niece  Elizabeth  Abigail  Davies.  It  was  also  provided 
that  the  persons  to  whom  the  said  two  first-mentioned 
debts  were  due  should  not,  during  the  lifetime  of  ini 
sister,  under  penalty  of  forfeiting  all  benefit  under  the 
will,  enforce  payment  thereof  until  after  his  uster't 
death,  and  that  no  interest  should  be  paid  thereon  during 
the  life  of  his  said  sister ;  also  every  gift  to  a  female 
should  be  for  her  sole  and  separate  use. 

The  testator  died  in  September,  1847.  E.  A.  Davies, 
previously  to  his  death,  intermarried  with  Joseph  Cookei 
The  usual  administration  decree  was  made  to  administer 
the  testator's  estate. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  14th  March,  1851,  made 
between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cooke,  of  the  first  part;  and 
Messrs.  Kocke  &  Co.,  bankers,  of  Shrewsbury,  of  the 
second  part  (which  deed  was  executed,  but  not  acknow* 
ledged  by  Mrs.  Cooke),  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cooke  assigned 
two  policies  of  assurance,  and  the  said  debts  of  442/.  and 
105/.  lOs,  6(f.  and  interest,  and  the  said  legacy  of  lOOlf 
to  the  Messrs.  Kocke  to  secure  advances  by  them,  or  the 
overdrawn  balance  of  Mr.  Cooke's  current  account  to  the 
extent  of  1000/. ;  and  by  another  indenture  indorsed  oB 
the  former,  dated  the  9th  February,  1856,  and  made 
between  Joseph  Cooke  alone  of  the  first  part,  and  tke 
Messrs.  Rocke  of  the  second  part,  the  security  irtf 
extended  to  the  sum  of  2000/. 

By  another  deed,  dated  the  13th  February,  1856,  and 
made  between  Mrs.  Cooke  of  the  first  part,  Joseph 
Cooke  of  the  second  part,  and  the  Messrs.  Bocke  « 
the  third  part  (which  deed  was  acknowledged  by  Mi» 
Cook),  after  reciting  that  it  had  been  intended  that  ito 
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i^  of  Mrs.  Cooke^  under  the  \?ill  should  be  included 
the  above-mentioned  securities,  but  an  appointment 
reof,  and  also  her  concurrence  in  the  secondly  men- 
led  deed,  had  been  omitted  by  mistake ;  all  the  shares 
1  interest  of  Mrs.  Cooke  in  the  said  dwelling-house 
I  real  estate,  and  generally  under  the  will,  were  con- 
ed to  the  Messrs.  Rocke  upon  the  trusts  of  the  pre- 
mg  indentures. 

lary  Eleanor  Davies,  the  testator's  sister,  died  on  the 
January,  1859. 

lie  real  estate  consisted  of  the  property  at  Shrews- 
y,  which  was  sold  for  1205/.,  and  paid  into  court. 
ire  was  no  personal  estate. 

le  chief  clerk  certified  the  only  incumbrance  affecting 
real  estate*was  the  debt  of  442/.  10«.  due  to  Messrs. 
ike,  "  as  assignees  of  a  debt  which  was  secured  by  the 
ator  to  the  said  Elizabeth  A.  Cooke  before  her  mar- 
:e  by  a  deposit  of  deeds  relating  to  the  said  testator's 
estate,"  with  interest,  making  together  486/.  14*.  9d. 
be  said  deeds  had  been  handed  over  to  the  defendants, 
(srs.  Rocke,  at  the  date  of  the  indenture,  dated  the 
I  of  March,  1841." 

fr.  and  Mrs.  Cooke  took  out  a  summons  to  vary  the 
jf  clerk's  certificate,  which  was  adjourned  into  court. 
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Ir.  Matins  and  Mr.  Caldecott  now  appeared  on  the  Argument, 
>umed  summons,  and  moved  to  vary  the  certificate. 
By  contended  that  the  testator's  will  had  made  the 
ment  of  this  debt  a  reversionary  interest,  and  it  was 
ared  on  land;  but,  if  so,  it  was  clear  a  chose  in  action 
I  married  woman  could  not  be  assigned,  and  therefore 
not  pass  under  either  the  deed  of  1851  or  of  1856. 
e  debt  was  charged  upon  real  estate ;  but  the  interest 
lie  married  woman  therein  was  not  such  as  she  could 
e  disposed  of  before  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act, 
means  of  a  fine  to  a  stranger,  though  she  might  have 
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released  It  by  fine  to  a  person  having  an  estate  in  tlve 
land.  If  so,  she  could  not  now  pass  it  by  deed  acknow- 
ledged^ and  was  entitled  to  a  settlement  out  of  it  In 
Hobby  v«  Collins  (a),  in  an  almost  similar  case  it  was  held 
doubtful  whether  a  married  woman  could  affect  ber  re- 
versionary interest  in  the  money  charged  on  land. 

* 

Mr.  Craiff  and  Mr.  Kenyouy  for  Messrs.  Bocke,  die 
bankers,  contended  that  all  Mrs.  Cooke's  interest  paned 
by  the  deed  of  1856 ;  secondly ,  Mrs,  Cooke  had  eleeted 
to  give  up  her  rights  as  a  creditor  and  take  the  intereit 
in  the  laud  given  her  by  the  wiU.  Hence  the  intend 
of  Mrs.  Cooke  in  the  land  was  a  security  in  the  hands  of 
the  bankers  for  their  debt. 

[_May  V.  Roper  (i),  Briggs  v.  Chamberlain  (c),  Affiwl 
V.  Barrow  (d),  Goodrich  v.  Shotbolt{e)y  Ex  parte  Bam{J)i\ 
and  Forbes  v.  Adams  (g)  were  also  cited.] 


Judgment. 


Mr.   Shebbeare  and    Mr.    Goren   appeared  for  otker 
parties. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

Where  a  debt  is  secured  by  deposit  of  title  deeds,  tlie 
real  estate  being  the  subject  of  an  equitable  mortgage^] 
the  owner  of  the  debt  has  an  interest  in  the  real  estate 
By  the  marriage,  the  debt,  together  with  the  title  deei 
which  were  deposited  for  the  purpose  of  securing  tkij 
debt,  became  the  property  of  the  husband.    The  wii 
concurred  in  assigning  the  debt  and  title  deeds  by  wiji 
of  security  to  the  bankers,  who  are  claimants  of  the  hdl 
in  this  case.     The  Court  ordered  a  sale  of  the  estate,  ui 
some  of  the  parties  whose  concurrence  in  the  sale  wn 


(a)  4  DeG.&S.  289. 

(b)  4  Sim.  300. 
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ry  were  these  bankers,  who  were  the  holders  of 
i  deeds  which  conveyed  an  interest  in  the  land  for 
•pose  of  seouring  the  debt.  They  now  ask  for 
t  of  the  debt,  not  out  of  the  personal  estate,  but 
he  proceeds  of  the  real  estate,  in  which  they  have 
■est  by  the  deposit  of  the  title  deeds.  Upon  this 
ried  woman  appears  and  claims  to  be  entitled  to 
ty  for  a  settlement,  just  as  if  this  fund  were  per- 
tate  and  had  been  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  hus- 
issignees  in  her  right.  That  is  not  the  course  of 
irt.  This  married  woman  acknowledged  the  deed 
dance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Fines  and  He- 
\  Act,  and  by  that  proceeding  she  concurred  in 
g  her  estate.  I  think  she  is  not  entitled  to  a 
mt,  and  that  the  chief  clerk  was  right.  The 
is  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Jan.  SO,  81. 

Where  the 
truftees  under 
a  will  reinied 
to  fomiih  the 
■olidtor  of  the 
residuary 
legatee  with 
anaccounty 
Uiough  they 
offered  to 
permit  the 
plaintiff  her- 
self or  a 
professional 
accountant 
to  inspect  the 
accounts,  the 
Court  ordered 
them  to  pay 
the  costs  of  a 
suit  to  ad- 
minister the 
testator's 
estate. 


KEMP  V.  BURN. 

X  HE  question  was  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit  The  bill 
was  filed  by  Mrs.  Kemp  by  her  husband,  her  next  fneod, 
and  it  prayed  that  the  estate  of  John  Weldall  miglit  be 
administered  under  the  direction  of  the  Court 

The  defendants  were  the  surviving  trustees  and  execs* 
tors  under  the  will. 

Some  time  prior  to  1855  the  plaintiflTs  solicitor,  a  Mr. 
Simpson,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  required  from  the  it 
fendant  Bum  an  account  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  inti- 
mated that  unless  such  accounts  were  received  proceeding! 
would  be  taken  against  the  defendants,  of  which  tb^ 
would  be  asked  to  pay  the  costs.  The  defendant  Bon 
refused  to  give  any  account  to  Simpson,  but  stated  lid 
he  had  offered^  to  allow  Mrs.  Kemp  to  inspect  the  ac- 
counts for  herself. 

In  the  beginning  of  1862  Mr.  Simpson  applied  to  tin 
defendant's  solicitor  and  to  the  defendant  Sargisson,  tin 
co-trustee,  for  an  account,  but  no  account  was  rendered 
The  plaintiff  shortly  afterwards  filed  this  bill,  praying  tliii 
an  account  might  be  taken,  and  that  the  plaintiff  migb 
be  let  into  the  possession  of  the  real  estate  devised  fi^ 
Mrs.  Burn,  and  that  the  defendants  might  pay  the  coad 
of  the  suit. 

In  their  answer  the  defendants  alleged  that  that  ikf 
offered  to  allow  the  plaintiffs,  or  any  accountant  wboi 
they  would  name,  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  10* 
counts.  They  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  had  to  tbr 
knowledge  borrowed  money  from  Simpson  which  ttaf 
were  spending  in  an  extravagant  way ;  and  that  tkf 
believed  Simpson's  sole  object  in  requiring  the  aoootoi^ 
was  to  see  whether  he  could  advance  further  sums  on  (ki 
security  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  will,  and  tint* 
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liis  ground  alone  that  they  refused  to  give  Simp- 
iccounts  he  sought. 

talins  and  Mr.  Nalder  for  the  plaintiffs. — The 
'  for  this  bill  was  the  refusal  of  the  defendants  to 
hose  accounts  which  the  plaintiffs  were  clearly 
to  have  rendered^  either  to  themselves  or  to  their 
An(m.{a)^  Colly er  v. Dudley {b^y  JSpringettv.  Dash- 
Pearse  v.  Green  (rf).  It  was  submitted^  there- 
it  the  defendants  ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 


1868. 


ArgumenU 


hhome  Morgan  for  the  trustees. — The  Court  will 
e  a  trustee  pay  costs  unless  for  corrupt  conduct  or 
p  motives :  Taylor  v.  Glanville  (e).  Noble  v.  Mey- 
A  mere  refusal  to  render  accounts  is  no  ground 
ing  a  trustee  with  costs:  White  v.  Jackson (g)' 
s  not  a  refusal  to  render  any  account^  but  simply 
1  to  render  accounts  to  a  person  who  the  defen- 
nestly  believed  wanted  to  make  an  improper  use 
•  Moreover^  the  bill  was  not  confined  to  the 
for  an  account  The  object  of  the  bill  was  to 
he  Court  to  direct  that  the  plaintiffs  should  be 
possession  of  the  estate. 

::e-Chanc£llor  : — 

case  like  the  present^  where  an  account  is  de- 
of  trustees  and  executors  of  a  will  by  a  residu- 
.tee^  there  seems  to  me  no  doubt  what  the  duty  of 
(utors  is.  Their  duty  is  to  keep  proper  accounts, 
lave  them  always  ready  when  called  upon  to  render 
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them.  If  it  be  a  part  of  their  duty  to  render  aocooBti 
when  called  upon^  that  duty  has  olearly  not  been  p^ 
formed  in  the  present  case. 

It  appears  that  in  1855  the  solicitor  of  thd  plaintiCi 
applied  to  the  defendant  Bum>  who  seems  to  hatsbuB 
the  acting  executor  and  trustee,  to  render  an  aoeott&t; 
that  request  was  not  complied  with,  and,  instead  of  diit 
being  done,  what  the  defendant  Burn  insists  npon  is,  thsl 
an  account  was  duly  kept,  and  was  always  ready  tot  vt 
spection  ;  and  that  he  had  offered  to  allow  the  plslntiA 
themselves,  or  any  other  person,  or  any  accountant  (A 
their  behalf,  as  is  stated  in  their  answer,  to  inspect  these 
accounts.  The  -defendants  also  say  they  offered  to  allow 
the  plaintiffs  to  take  cofues  of  them.  Althou^  tb 
answer  broadly  and  distinctly  says  the  offer  was  to  allof 
any  other  person,  or  an  accountant  named  by  the  jdiuntil 
to  inspect  the  accounts,  the  fact  seems  to  be  that  the  pe^ 
son  named  by  the  plaintiffs  was  objected  to  by  the  defen- 
dant Burn,  the  acting  trustee  and  executor. 

There  must  be  some  strong  reason  to  justify  any  exaoH 
tor  and  trustee  in  refusing  to  allow  the  solicitor  of  a  fe« 
siduary  legatee  to  interfere  in  the  matter  of  the  aoconnta 
The  reason  assigned  here  is  some  benevolent  or  gorf 
feeling  entertained  towards  the  plaintiff  which  jnttiM 
the  executors  and  trustees  in  this  case ;  for  the  defendant 
Burn  says  he  had  reason  to  know  that  the  solicitor  wli 
made  the  application  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  madei 
for  no  purpose  really  useful  to  the  plaintiffs^  but  to  senrii 
purpose  of  his  own;  that  he  had  advanced  money  to  Ai 
plaintiffs,  and  the  view  which  the  executor  and  tmiM 
took  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  induced  him  to  think  it 
would  not  be  for  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff*  that  k 
should  render  the  accounts  or  allow  an  inspection  v 
them.  There  is  nothing  to  justify  this  view  of  hie  dd^ 
on  the  part  of  this  gentleman. 

It  has  been  said,  but  not  proved,  that  this  solisitor  W 
advanced  money  to  the  plaintiff's.     That  may  hare  been 
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the  most  kind  and  proper  thing  to  do ;  at  any  rate,  I  can-  1863. 
ttot  say  it  was  anything  improper,  or  which  would  justify  Kbmi* 
ie  defendant  Burn  in  not  rendering  an  account.  Upon  burn. 
he  whole  the  case  resolves  itself  into  this  —  that  the 
izecntors  and  trustees  did  not  render  an  account  when 
tailed  upon  to  do  so  in  the  year  1855  by  the  plaintiffs' 
olicitor;  that  from  that  year  down  to  1862  the  plaintiffs 
emained  without  an  account  being  rendered,  and  without 
ny  other  offer  being  made  than  an  offer  to  them,  or  any 
tber  person,  or  an  accountant,  to  inspect  and  take  copies, 
cannot  consider  that  that  is  sufficient.  The  bill  puts 
le  case  somewhat  too  broadly,  because  the  eleventh 
iragraph,  which  raises  the  question,  is  as  follows: — 
The  plaintiffs  have  frequently  since  the  death  of  the 
lid  testator  applied  to  and  requested  the  defendants  to 
imish  the  plaintiffs  with  an  account  of  the  personal 
itate  of  the  testator,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his 
Md  estate,  and  of  the  application  thereof.  The  defen- 
ants,  however,  always  have  refused,  and  still  refuse  to 
iTe  the  plaintiffs  *any  account  of  the  real  and  personal 
Itate  of  thd  testator,  or  of  their  dealings  therewith;  and 
be  plaintiffs  are  compelled  by  the  conduct  of  the  defen- 
ants  to  resort  to  this  Honourable  Court  to  obtain  such 
oeoont.''  Now,  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  there  was  a 
tfiual  to  give  an  account;  but  there  was  an  offer  to 
Bow  an  inspection  of  the  accounts.  It  is  a  hard  thing 
^  be  obliged  to  punish  an  executor  and  trustee  for  any 
uitake  he  may  have  made  in  doing  his  duty  honestly; 
Vt,  with  every  consideration  towards  honest  executors 
Ad  trustees,  if  they  fail  in  so  important  a  matter  as  ren- 
iriiig  an  account  to  the  person  who  is  entitled  to  it,  and 
that  make  it  necessary  for  the  beneficiaries  to  file  a 
iD,  it  seems  that  the  person  failing  in  such  duty  ought 
be  made  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  decree. 

A  decree  was  ultimately  made  against  both  defendants, 
th  costs  up  to  the  hearing. 
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AprU  83. 

Where  the 
plans 

deposited  by 
a  railway 
company 
delineated  a 
field,  showing 
the  line,  the 
limiU  of 
deviation,  and 
the  boun- 
daries on  one 
ride  of  those 
limits,  bat 
leaving  the 
boundaries  on 
the  other  side 
undefined, 
the  Court 
restrained  the 
company  from 
taking  the 
land  beyond 
the  limits  of 
deviation  on 
the  undefined 
side,  though 
the  name  of 
the  owner  of 
the  whole 
field  was 
described  in 
the  book  of 
reference. 


WRIGLEY   V.    THE    LANCASHIRE    AND 
YORKSHIRE    RAILWAY    COMPANY. 

JL  HE  plaintiff,  under  a  lease  dated  the  lOth  July,  1861, 
became  the  lessee  of  certain  lands,  and  also  of  a  close  of 
land  called  "  Laith  Ing,"  at  Netherton,  in  the  parish  oi 
Almondbury,  Yorkshire,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one 
years.  In  the  lease  of  the  other  lands  the  lesson 
reserved  power  to  reserve  the  said  lands  for  the  purpose 
of  building  or  making  streets,  but,  in  order  to  presene 
the  view  to  the  plaintiff  of  Mehham  Valley,  Lutii  log 
was  not  included  in  such  power.  When  the  defendantfi 
railway  was  projected,  and  the  usual  notices  being'senred, 
the  plaintiff  dissented  unless  '^  arrangements  satLsfactoiy 
to  him  were  made  with  regard  to  the  station  at  Netbe^ 
ton.  The  company  thereupon  prombed  that  nothing 
should  be  done  without  consulting  the  plaintiff.  The 
bill  stated  that,  about  the  end  of  the  year  1852,  the  plain- 
tiff had  an  interview  with  a  Mr.  Perring,  one  of  the 
company's  engineers,  and  intimated  he  should  oppose  the 
approach  road  being  made  on  the  southern  side  of  the 
farm  buildings  across  the  land  comprised  in  the  lease. 
Mr.  Perring  thereupon  sent  to  the  plaintiff  a  tradng 
purporting  to  show,  by  the  colour  red,  what  part  of  tb 
plaintiff's  land  at  Netherton  was  required  for  the  sail 
branch  railway.  The  land  therein  coloured  red  ini 
therein  stated  as  containing  710  square  yards,  and  wis 
described  as  approach  road  to  station.  The  land  ooloared 
red  was  part  of  the  close  called  Laith  Ing.  The  biD 
alleged  that  if  the  road  were  made  as  thus  proposed 
the  plaintiff's  object  in  taking  the  lease  would  be  entireif 
defeated.     The  plaintiff,  therefore,  and  with  a  view  to 
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range  the  dispute  in  an  amicable  way,  wrote  to  the       Jf!^ 

mpany  stating  his  objection,  but  heard  nothing   fur-  wriolby 
er  from  the  company  until  he  received  the  following        thb 

'"^ '  AMD 

Yorkshire 

T»         1  Railway 

Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Kailway,  Melsham  Branch,  company. 


**  Notice  of  intention  to  take  lands. 

"  You  are  hereby  required  to  take  notice,  that  by  vir- 
le  of  the  several  Acts  of  Parliament  relating  to  the 
ancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Acts,  viz.,  Lands 
lauses  Consolidation  Acts,  &c.,  the  said  Lancashire 
id  Yorkshire  Railway  Company  requires  to  take  and 
irchase,  for  the  purposes  of  the  railway  and  works 
itiiorized  by  the  said  last  mentioned  Act,  all  that 
ece  of  land  and  the  buildings  (if  any)  thereon,  and 
iier  the  tenements  and  hereditaments  described  and 
Blineated  in  the  schedule  and  plan  hereunto  annexed, 
Qd  in  the  said  plan  coloured  red. 

''And  the  company  demands,  and  you  arc  hereby 
Dqoired  to  deliver  at  the  office  of  Messrs.  T.  A.  and  J. 
bandy,  Manchester,  a  statement  in  writing  of  the  par- 
ieolars  of  your  estate  and  interest  respectively  in  the 
Md  land,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  and  of  the  claims 
mde  by  you  or  any  or  either  of  you  in  respect  thereof. 

"  And  you  are  hereby  further  required  to  take  notice, 
kit  the  said  company  are  willing  to  treat  for  the  pur- 
iMtte  of  the  land,  hereditaments,  and  premises  so  required 
od  mtended  to  be  purchased  and  taken  as  aforesaid,  and 
•  to  the  compensation  to  be  made  to  all  parties  for  the 
VQige  that  may  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the  execution 
€  the  said  railways  and  works. 

"  And  you  are  also  required  to  take  notice,  that  the 
OQipany,  intends  immediately  to  use  the  said  lands,  here- 
■Uments,  and  premises  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  rail- 
'*y  and  works,  and  that  if  you  or  any  of  you  shall  be 
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in  possession  of  the  same,  or  any  jmrt  thereof^  having  no 
greater  interest  therein  than  as  tenant  for  a  year,  or  bm 
year  to  year,  the  company  hereby  requires  you  reaper 
tively  to  give  up  immediate  possession  to  them  of  the 
said  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises. 

"  And  you  are  furthfir  to  take  notice,  that  if  anjr  of 
you  claim  compensation  in  respect  of  any  unexpired  term 
or  interest  under  any  lease  or  grant  of  any  land,  hereditt- 
ments,  and  premises,  the  company  demands  and  requires 
you  to  produce  [the  lease  or  grant  in  respect  of  whidi 
such  claim  is  made,  or  the  best  evidence  thereof  in  your 
power,  to  the  said  company,  at  the  office  of  their  mH 
solicitors,  and  if  any  such  lease  or  grant  or  the  beet  eii- 
dence  thereof  be  not  produced  within  twenty-one  dajfl 
from  the  service  hereof,  the  party  so  claiming  compensa- 
tion will  be  considered  as  a  tenant  holding  only  from  year 
to  year,  and  be  entitled  to  compensation  accordingly. 

^^  And  you  are  hereby  further  required  to  take  notice, 
that  if  for  twenty-one  days  after  the  service  hereof  you 
shall  fail  to  state  the  particulars  of  your  claims  respec- 
tively, or  in  respect  of  any  of  the  lands,  hereditaments, 
and  premises  required  and  intended  to  be  purchased  and 
taken  as  aforesaid,  or  to  treat  with  the  |sidd  company  in 
respect  thereof,  or  if  you  or  any  or  either  of  you  and  Ae 
company  shall  not  agree  as  to  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion to  be  paid  by  the  company  for  any  interest  belonging 
to  you,  or  any  or  either  of  you,  in  any  such  lands, 
hereditaments  and  premises,  or  which  you  or  any  or 
either  of  you  may  be  by  any  of  the  said  Acts  of  Parlia" 
ment  enabled  to  sell  and  convey  or  release,  or  for  asj 
damage  that  may  be  sustained  by  you  respectively  bf 
reason  of  the  ejiecution  of  the  said  railway  and  wo^ 
the  company  will  enforce  the  provisions  of  ^  The  look 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,'  for  settling  casea  d 
disputed  compensation,  and  will  take  such  me»stans  i* 
the  premises  as  by  the  said  Acts  of  Parliament,  or  ti? 
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liem,  they  are  empowered  to  do  with  a  view  to  obtidn- 
immediate  possession  of  the  said  lands,  hereditament8> 
I  (tfemises,  and  forthwith  proceeding  with  the  ezecu- 
1  of  the  said  railways  and  works. 
'And  you  are  hereby  further  required  to  take  notice, 
t  the  present  notice  is  given  without  prejudice  to  the 
it  of  the  said  company  to  take  by  virtue  of  the  several 
t8  of  Parliament  hereinbefore  referred  to,  or  any  of 
in,atiy  further  or  other  portion  of  any  lands,  buildings, 
ements,  or  hereditaments  belonging  to  you,  or  any  or 
i«r  of  you,  or  in  which  you  or  any  or  either  of  you  are 
iMted,  which  may  be  required  for  the  purposes  of  the 
several  Acts  of  Parliament,  or  any  of  them. 
Dated  the  9th  day  of  February,  1863. 

**  William  S.  Laavn, 

"  Secretary  to  the  said  company. 

To  W.  Battye,  O.  Armitage,  J.  Armitage,  and  W. 
Brooke,  Esquires,  trustees  of  Beaumont's  Charity, 
and  J.  Wrigley,  Esquire,  and  all  other  parties 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to,  or  authorized  to  receive 
compensation  for  the  said  lands,  hereditaments, 
and  premises  described  and  delineated  in  the 
schedule  and  plan  hereunto  annexed,  or  any 
estate,  share,  or  interest,  or  charge  in  or  upon 
the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  for  any  injury 
or  damage  by  the  taking  of  the  said  hereditaments 
by  the  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

The  Schedule  referred  to  in  the  Foregoing  Notice. 

All  that  piece  or  parcel  of  land  and  hereditaments 
leated  in  the  plan  hereunto  annexed  and  therein 
ired  red,  and  as  now  staked  or  set  out  situate  in  the 
lahip  of  South  Crosland,  in  the  parish  of  Almond-^ 
,  in  the  county  of  York,  together  with  all  houses 
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id63.  buildings^  timber^  and  other  trees^  hedges^  fences,  ways, 

Wriglby  rights,  water-courses,  members,  and  appurtenances  to  the 

J^'  said  piece  or  parcel  of  land  and  hereditaments  belonpog, 

LAivcABHias  which  piece  or  parcel  of  land  and  premises  contain  three 

Yorkshire  roods,  and  thirty-six  perches,  statute  measure,  and  are 

^uZir.    ?«•*  »^^  P«^r^«l  of  <^^f*i«  ^^^s  *^<*  hereditaments  de- 
lineated and  described  in  the  plan  and  book  of  refereooe 

relating  (amongst  others)  to  the  Meltham  Branch  Bail- 
way,  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  Weit 
Kiding  of  the  county  of  York,  on  the  30th  day  of 
November,  1860,  and  in  the  said  plan  and  book  of  ^efe^ 
encc  numbered  71  in  the  said  township  of  South  Croe- 
land  and  parish  of  Almondbury." 

On  the  plans  deposited  the  land  described  as  71  in  the 
schedule  to  the  notice  was  defined  on  one  side  of  the  Ibe 
of  deviation,  but  on  the  other  side  no  boundary  wis 
shown.  A  part  of  the  land  required  by  the  sidd  notice  to 
be  taken  lay  on  the  side  of  the  limits  of  deviation,  where 
the  boundary  was  not  marked  on  the  deposited  plans. 

"  Paragraph  14  was  as  follows : — A  part  of  the  state- 
ment in  the  schedule  to  the  said  notice  is  untrue.  F>rt 
of  the  said  land  described  in  the  said  schedule  is  not 
defined  on  the  aforesaid  deposited  plans,  or  either  of  theiD» 
and  is  not  delineated  or  described  in  the  said  depositel 
books  of  reference,  or  either  of  them,  and  is  not  any  pert 
of  the  lands  upon  which  the  company  are  by  their  afore- 
said acts  authorized  to  enter,  or  take,  or  use  for  their 
railway,  or  any  of  the  works  thereof. 

'*  15.  The  said  notice  is  dated  the  9th  day  of  FebruaiJ 
last,  but  in  fact  it  was  not  served  on  the  plaintiff*,  nor  did 
the  plaintiff  ever  see  it,  until  the  evening  of  Thursdiyi 
the  5th  instant.  The  plaintiff  craves  leave  to  refer  to: 
the  said  last-mentioned  notice  and  the  plan  thereto 
annexed  as  part  of  this  his  bill. 

"  16.  The  land  in  the  said  last-mentioned  notiee 
contain  3  roods  and  36  perches,  or  almost  one  acre  d 
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.  includes  the  710  yards  of  land  comprised  in  the        1B68. 

tracing.     The  whole  thereof  is  part  of  the  close     wmiolbt 

aith  Ing^  comprised  in  the  said  lease  of  the  10th        ^^'^ 

uly,  1861,  and  the  same  is  in  front  of  the  win-  Lakcashirb 

the  breakfast-room,  dining-room,  and  drawing-    Yorksuirb 

the  plaintifTs  said  house,  and  only  a  very  short 

from  those  windows. 

And  the  plaintiff  charges  that  a  large  part  of  the 

1  in  the  said  last-mentioned  notice  described,  and 

an  thereto  annexed  and  coloured  red,  is  without 

of  railway  as  sanctioned  by  the  aforesaid  Acts  of 

5nt,  and   beyond  also  the  limits   of  deviation 

allowed  to  the  company  by  law.     It  is  no  part  of 

8  defined  in  the  said  deposited  plans  and  books  of 

e.      Moreover,  the  company  have  not  deviated 

ad  to  deviate  from  the  line  of  railway  as  marked 

aid  deposited  plans.     Part  of  the  land  included  in 

notice  is  much  more  than  100  yards  from  the 

f  the  said  line  of  railway.     The  defendants  have 

ir  or  authority  whatever  to  enter  upon,  or  take, 

that  part  of  the  said  land  for  their  said  branch 

,  or  any  of  the  works  thereof,  except  with  the 

of  the  plaintiff,  tLnd  the  plaintiff  has  refused  and 

ises  to  assent  thereto. 

Nevertheless  the  defendants  threaten  and  intend 
:h  to  enforce  the  compulsory  provisions  of  the  said 
th  reference  to  the  whole  of  the  said  land,  and 
;olour  of  the  said  provisions  to  enter  upon  and 
3  whole  thereof  for  their  said  branch  railway,  and 
ion  and  works  thereof,  and  under  colour  of  their 
d  Acts  they  will  do  so  unless  restrained  by  the 
on  of  this  Honourable  Court. 

On   the   6th  day   of  March  instant,  the   said 

Brook,  Freeman,  &  Batley  wrote  and  sent  to 
i  red  is  in  the  plan  thereto  annexed  stated  to 
1  W.  S.  Lawn,  a  letter  of  that  date,  which  is  as 

that  is  to  say : — 
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*^Dear  Sir, 

*^  Meltham  Branch  Railway. 

"  Referring  to  our  letter  to  you  of  the  26th  of 
January  last,  and  to  the  repeated  objections  of  Hr. 
Wrigley  to  the  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Com- 
pany taking  his  land  at  Netherton^  and  particularly  to 
tlie  objections  made  by  him  to  one  of  the  directors,  we 
are  surprised  to  find  that  a  notice  to  treat  has  been  sened 
upon  Mr.  Wrigley.  The  course  taken  by  the  compinj 
leaves  Mr.  Wrigley  no  alternative  but  to  resort  to  t 
Court  of  Equity  for  protection,  and  he  has  instructed  V 
to  file  a  bill  against  the  company  for  an  injunctioi. 

"  We  are,  yours  truly, 
''Brook,  Freemak,  &  Batley. 

''  Huddersfield,  6th  M^rcb,  1863. 

"  W.  S.  Lawn,  Esq., 
''  Secretary,  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway 
^'  Company,  Manchester.'* 

The  company  did  not  intend  to  deviate  the  said  line. 
In  the  book  of  reference  the  field  was  referred  tQ^M^ 
the  plaintifTs  interest  described. 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Eussell  for  the  motion. 

The  company  could  only  take  such  land  as  wtf  M 
lineated  on  the  deposited  plans,  t>.,  of  which  the  bM>'| 
daries  were  defined ;   here  the  land  outside  the  liM 
deviation  on  one  side  was  not  delineated  at  alL  W 
notice  no  doubt  described  the  land  sufficiently,  bat  m\ 
was  not  enough.     The  right  of  the  company  to  takekpl 
under  their  compulsory  powers  must  be  referred  to  tli| 
plans  deposited,  showing  what  lands  are  required.   *{ 
the   eompany  could  take  land  compulsorily  one  p4 
beyond  the  boundary  line  shown  on  the  plans  depoiiM 
there  was  nothing  to  prevent  them  from  taking  land  i 
any  distance  from  such  boundary.     It  was  Bnii  tlist  w 
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eation  wa3  described  sufficiently  in  the  book  of  ^863. 

IS  being  to  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  but  it  vVRiaLBT 

tted  that  tliat  was  insufficient.    It  was  admitted  xkb 

ny  did  not  require  the  land  in  question  for  any  ^^^^^^'** 

•ka  specified  in  the  16th  section  of  the  Railway  yorkshirb 

*                                                                                "^  Railway 

Company. 


Ct 


iarne  and  Mr.  Z.  Bird  for  the  defendants. 

h  section  of  the  Railway  Clauses  Act  authorized 

,ny  to  enter  upon  and  take  all  or  any  of  the 

leated  in  the  deposited  plana  or  described  in 

)f  reference,  both  for  accommodation  and  per-- 

orks. 

as  nothing  in  any  Act f  a^  to  deprive  them  of  this 


Argument 


sns  15  k  16  of  the 
luses  Act  (8  &  9  Vic. 
s  follows : — 
It  ahdll  be  lawful  for 
Y  to  deviate  from  the 
ited  on  the  plans  so 
rovided  that  no  such 
all  extend  to  a  grater 
m  the  limits  of  devia- 
ted upon  the  said  plans, 
ater  extent  in  passing 
own,  village,  or  lands 
y  built  upon  than  ten 
Bewhere,  to  a  grater 
1  one  hundred  yards 
id  line,  and  that  the 
meant  of  such  devia- 
t  made  to  extend  into 
f  any  person,  whether 
ee,  or  occupier,  mhou 
\ot  meniionid  in  the 
fferenee,  mthaut  the 
mtent  in  writing  of 
t,  unless  the  name  of 
m  shall  have  been 
'  mistake,  and  such 
rtified|&c. 


Sect.  16.  Subject  to  the  pro« 
visions  and  restrictions  in  this 
and  the  special  Act,  and  any  Act 
incorporated  therewith,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  company,  for  the 
pupose  of  constructing  the  rail- 
way, or  the  accommodation  works 
connected  therewith  hereinaflber 
mentioned,  to  execute  any  of  the 
following  works ;  that  is  to  say, 
they  may  make  or  construct  in, 
upon,  across,  under,  or  over  any 
lands,  or  any  streets,  hills,  valleys, 
roads,  railroads,  or  tramroads, 
rivers,  canals,  brooks,  streams,  or 
other  waters,  wUhin  the  lands 
described  in  the  said  plans,  or 
mentioned  in  the  said  boohs  of 
reference  or  any  correction  there- 
of, such  temporary  or  permanent 
inclined  planes,  tunnels,  embank- 
ments, aqueducts,  bridges,  roads, 
ways,  passages,  conduits,  drains, 
piers,  arches,  cuttings,  and  fences, 
as  they  may  think  proper. 
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right.  Admitting,  for  argument  sake,  that  the  field  No.  71 
was  not  fully  delineated  on  the  plan,  it  was  described  in 
the  book  of  reference.  The  language  of  the  section  wii 
"  or  mentioned  in  the  book  of  reference."  The  book  of 
reference  described  the  field  sufficiently  by  naming  the 
occupier,  and  all  that  was  required  by  the  plan  was  to  fix 
its  locality.  The  company  being  entitled  to  take  tsj 
part  of  No.  71,  they  were  entitled  to  take  all  the  Ital 
described  in  their  notice  to  treat.  The  limit  of  deviatioi 
was  no  boundary  line,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
question.  Section  15,  as  to  limits  of  deviation,  appM 
only  to  the  construction  of  the  line,  and  had  no  applicatioi 
in  cases  where,  as  here,  the  company  wanted  to  bnild  i 
station. 


Judgment, 


The  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

It  is  evident  that  no  part  of  the  field  which  is  now  ii 
dispute  as  described  on  the  deposited  plans  of  reference 
constituted  one  close.  If  so,  the  company  have  no  poM 
to  take  the  land  comprised  in  their  notice,  and  they  mat 
be  restrained  from  doing  so. 

The  order  made  was  that  the  defendants  be  restrainel 
until  further  order  from  proceding  on  the  notice  ditel 
the  9th  of  February,  1863,  so  far  as  regarded  the  pU^ 
tifi^'s  leasehold  interest  in  the  land  therein  comprised) tflj 
from  taking  any  proceeding  under  the  said  notioe 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  sell  his  said  interest  in  the  tm\ 
lands  comprised  in  the  said  notice,  and  from  enteiif 
upon,  taking,  and  using  under  the  said  notice,  and  fitii 
taking  any  proceeding  under  said  notice  for  the  pnxf^i 
of  entering  upon,  taking,  and  using. 
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BEVAN  t;.  THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL.         April  22, 23. 

IWIS  JOHN  WOODROW,   the   testator  in  the 

e,  made,  by  his  will  dated  26th  May,  1854,  the  fol-  where  a  tea- 

Dg  disposition:-  Slto'A'J^i"^* 

I  nominate  and  appoint  John  Haly  and  William  Waflrm, 

*  *  ,       .  "^     .  .  directed  hii 

ID,  merchants,  executors  of  this  my  will.  I  direct  proportion  of 
all  my  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  vested  i'n  the 
uses  be  duly  paid  and  satisfied  by  my  executors  as  ^""less  to  be 

•^   *  J       J  converted  into 

as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  decease.     I  ffive  ^^\  8«*cii 

cash  to  be 

bequeath   all   and   every  my  household   furniture,  paid  over  as 
1,  books,  plate,  plated  goods,  china,   glass,  apparel,  [he^ew^epUon 
Qery,  and  pictures  to  T.  Lewis,  brother  of  my  de-  ^  certain 

D60  lies  iB 

)d  mother,  for  his  use  and  benefit  during  his  life ;  thereinafter 
after  his  death  I  wish  them  to  be  inherited  by  M.  to^a  charity, 
is,  eldest  daughter  of  W.  Lewis,  now  of  Llamnaes  ?"^  requested 

'  °  '  his  executors, 

3e,  St,  Fagan's,  Glamorganshire.     I  rely,  therefore,  as  soon  as 
my  uncle  aforesaid  so  bequeathing  them.     I  desire  after  his 
my  said  executor  aud  partner  John  Haly  may  be  *,f  ttrcapitnl 
^ed  a  period  not  exceedino:  one  year  for  converting:  employed  in 

* .  ^  .         .  .  .  °   the  business  to 

proportion  of  capital  invested  in  the  business  I  am  pay  the  persons 
carrying  on  with  him  into  cash ;  and  I  desire  that  below  the 
cash  may  be  paid  over  as  realized  (with  the  excep-  ^c^^tiufcom^t 
>f  certain  special  bequests  hereinafter-mentioned)  to  held— 

First  that 

Charity  Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales,  of  the  legacies 
dme  being,  to  be  invested  in  whatever  stocks  may  ^ative'and" 
semed  by  them  most  desirable;  and  I  desire  that  all  n«t specific, 

•;  ^  '  and  that  if  the 

«  of  which  I  may  die  possessed,  may  be  transferred  particular 

,,  ,.  ,,  .,  .     .  '^i        ^   1     •         fund  failed  the 

the  names  01  the  said  commissioners,  without  being  deficiency 

was  payable 

the  general  personal  estate  not  specially  given, 
mdly,  that  the  proportion  of  capital  included  not  only  the  testator's  share  in  the 

bat  also  the  debt  due  from  the  partner. 
t\  T.  Fxtzgtrald^  3  Ves.  k.  B.  2,  observed  on. 

»L.   IV.  B   B 
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sold,  the  interest  to  be  paid  by  them  half-yearly  as  fol- 
lows : — Say  four-tenths  to  Hannah  Hart,  widow,  sister 
of  my  deceased  father ;  and  four-tenths  to  his  brother 
Robert,  if  to  be  found ;  but  if  not,  then  the  stud  E 
Hart  to  receive  seven-tenths,  and  the  said  T.  Lewis 
three-tenths ;  or  if  the  said  Robert  be  found,  the  said 
Thomas  will  receive  two-tenths ;  the  two  sunnvon  to 
divide  the  share  of  the  first  deceased  in  the  same  pro- 
portions, and  the  sole  survivor  to  receive  the  entire 
amount.  After  the  decease  of  the  three  persona  above- 
named,  the  said  commissioners  are  to  pay  such  interest 
as  follows : — Say  three-fifths  to  the  before-mentioned  E 
Lewis,  one-fifth  to  E.  Lewis,  and  one-fifth  to  J.  Lewis, 
the  two  last-named  being  the  second  and  third  daughters 
of  the  said  W.  Lewis.  If  the  death  of  either  of  the  two 
last-named  take  place  before  the  death  of  Mary,  the  sa^ 
vivor[of  the  said  two  to  receive  the  share  of  the  deceased; 
and  if  the  said  Mary  die  before  her  two  younger  nsten, 
her  share  to  be  divided  equally  between  them,  the  sols 
survivor  to  receive  the  entire  amount  of  such  interest 
And  after  the  decease  of  the  three  persons  last  abofs 
named,  sufficient  of  the  property  so  invested  by  the  sail 
commissioners  to  be  converted  by  them  and  paid  ov^to 
the  following  societies  and  charities,  for  their  use  aoJ 
benefit: — 250/.  to  the  Propagation  of  the  Gospel  Sodetf) 
the  like  to  the  Church  Missionary  Society,  the  like  to  the 
Church  Extension  Fund,  the  like  to  the  most  eligibb 
institution  (as  may  be  determined  by  the  said  conuoif* 
sioners)  connected  with  education,  and  the  like  sum  to 
the  Christian  Knowledge  Society ;  150/.  to  the  Cancer 
Hospital,  of  which  John  Parkinson  is  or  was  treasurer, 
the  like  to  a  London  hospital  such  as  may  be  in  tk 
opinion  of  the  said  commissioners  most  deserving  and 
needful  of  such  bequest,  the  like  to  the  Merchant  Sea- 
man's Orphan  Asylum;  100/.  to  the  Infant  Orphaa 
Asvlum,  the  like  to  the  Blind  Asvlum,  the  like  ifi  ^ 
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Deaf  and  Dumb  Asylum,  the  like  to  the  most  useful 
institution  as  may  be  determined  by  the  said  commis- 
doners  for  Penitent  Females^  the  like  to  be  equally 
fiyided  amongst  the  Ragged  Schools  of  the  metropolis, 
the  like  to  the  best  institution  for  Idiots,  and  the  like  to 
tlie  same  for  Reformed  Criminals :  the  interest  of  the 
wnainder  to  be  paid  by  the  said  commissioners  in  each 
fm,  in  sums  of  not  exceeding  51.  to  such  poor  deserving 
ingle  persons  as  may,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said 
ommissioners,  beat  prove  their  claim  to  such  allowance, 
riuoh  I  propose  as  a  reward  for  self-supporting  industry, 
Bmperance,  acquisition  of  knowledge,   cleanliness,  and 
ipecially  for  the  good  performance  of  the  duty  of  main- 
linbg  and    supporting   with    kindness    and    attention 
arents  who  may  be  dependent  for  such  upon  their  chil- 
ren,  or  to  sick  or  incapable  members  of  the  family  of 
ich  persons  who  may  apply  for  such  sums  of  money, 
lA  fond  to  be  called  the  *'  Woodrow  Fund."   The  same 
ffBon  (unless  under  such  circumstances  as  the  said  com- 
isaioners  may  approve)  is  not  to  receive  the  allowance 
mug  two  successive  years.     Should  the  property  be 
sufficient  to  pay  the  sums,  as  above  stated,  to  the  said 
larities  and  societies,  then  the  division  to  be  made  in 
xyportion,  but  I  should  wish  that  not  less  a  sum  than  at 
lat  200/.  be  set  apart  for  the  last-mentioned  purpose, 
d  I  request  my  executors  will  pay,  as  soon  as  conve- 
ently  may  be  after  my  decease^  out  of  the  capital  em- 
oyed  in  the  business,  to  the  persons  mentioned  below, 
e  following  sums : — 
**  To  each  of  my  executors,  50Z." 
Then  followed  a  list  of  legacies.     By  a  codicil  dated 
5  3rd  October,  1857,  he  nominated  a  Mr.  Stringer  as  " 
dcutor  in  place  of  Mr.  Haly.      The  testator  died  on 
I  4th  November,  1860,  and  his  will  was  duly  proved 
his  executors. 

U  the  date  of  the  said  will  (May,  1854),  the  testator 

9  B  8 
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WM  carrying  on  business  in  partnership  with  Mr.  Job 
Haly^  in  the  will  named,  under  the  firm  of  John  Haly  & 
Co.,  as  insurance  brokers  and  general  merchants.  TUsfim 
subsequently  stopped  payment,  and  the  creditors  of  the 
said  firm  accepted  a  composition  on  their  respective  debts, 
the  whole  amount  of  which  or  the  greater  part  thereof 
was  paid  by  the  testator  out  of  his  private  property. 
The  assets  of  the  firm  of  Haly  &  Co.*  were  not  wholly 
realized,  but  the  partnership  between  the  said  testator 
and  the  said  John  Haly  had  for  many  years  past  been 
wholly  dissolved,  except  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up 
the  affairs  thereof,  and  it  was  believed  that  the  said  firm 
was  indebted  to  the  testator's  estate  in  a  considerable 


sum. 


After  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  with  Haly,  tic 
testator  for  a  short  time  carried  on  a  similar  business 
alone,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death  there  were  monies 
due  to  the  testator  in  respect  of  that  business,  which  hid 
been  got  in  by  the  executors. 

At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  he  was  carryii? 
on  a  similar  business  in  partnership  under  the  firm  of 
Woodrow,  Reynolds,  &  Co.,  and  he  was  also  a  partner  in 
an  iron  business  at  Bristol  under  the  firm  of  Woodrow 
&  Bell.  The  said  two  last-mentioned  partnerships  ceased 
upon  the  death  of  the  said  testator,  and  the  sums  due  to 
the  testator  from  the  firms  of  Woodrow,  Reynolds,  &C0.1 
and  Woodrow  &  Bell,  were  also  got  in  by  the  executors 

The  Charity  Commissioners  for  England  and  Wale* 
declined  to  accept  and  disclaimed  the  bequest  to  them 
in  the  said  will  contained,  but  stated  that,  if  hereafter  it 
should  be  convenient  that  they  should  make  the  selection 
of  charities  to  receive,  there  would  be  no  diflScultyin 
making  the  selection. 

The  executors  ultimately  filed  this  bill  alleging  that 
doubts  had  arisen  as  to  the  construction  of  the  will,  and 
praying  to  have  the  will  administered  in  this  Court 
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The  onlj  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  his  death  was 
Hannah  Hart^  except  Kobert  Woodrow,  if  living,  but 
who  could  not  be  found.  Thomas  Lewis  and  Mary  Lewis 
died  in  the  testator's  lifetime;  Eliza  Lewis  and  Jane 
Lewis  were  still  living. 

• 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Dickinsojiy  for  the  executors. 

The  question  in  dispute  now  is,  whether  these  legacies 
are  specific  and  liable  to  fail,  in  case  the  fund  fail 
wholly  or  in  part,  or  whether  they  are  pecuniary  and 
demonstrative,  and  to  be  paid,  in  case  the  particular  fund 
fiul,  out  of  the  general  personal  estate. 

In  Fowler  v.  WiHoughby(ja)  a  gift  of  a  sum  of  money 
directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  an 
estate  was  held  payable  out  of  the  general  assets,  in  case 
the  sale  could  not  be  effected. 

In  Saville  v.  Blacket{b)  it  was  held  that  where  a  legacy 
was  given  out  of  a  fund  which  failed  the  legacy  was 
payable  out  of  personal  estate. 

In  Kirby  v.  Potter{c)  a  legacy  of  1000/.  of  testator's 
Seduced  Bank  Annuities  was  held  pecuniary,  the  Court 
leaning  against  holding  a  legacy  specific  unless  clearly 
intended. 

In  Fream  v.  DowHng{d)  the  decree,  as  varied  by  the 
Lords  Justices,  declared  that  legacies,  directed  by  the  will 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  real  estate  directed  to  be 
•old  (the  remainder  being  given  over),  should  be  paid  out 
of  the  real  estate  and  general  personal  estate  not  speci- 
Scally  bequeathed. 

On  these  authorities  it  was  submitted  that  the  lega- 
tes were  payable  out  of  the  testator's  general  estate  in 
ise  the  capital  in  the  business  should  prove  insufiSicient. 

Mr.  Craig  and  Mr,  Bedwell,  for  legatees,  took  the 
ime  view  as  the  executors. 
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(e)  4  Ves.  748. 
{d)  20  Beav.  624. 


366 

186S. 
Bbyak 

V. 

The 

Attornbt- 

Obnbhal. 

iir^ift«fil. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

In  Sparrow  v.  Jo88€lyn{a)  a  bequest  of  \0fiOQL  steriing; 
being  ^'  my  share  of  the  capital  now  engaged  in  the  banking 
business/'  was  held  to  be  a  demonstratiye,  and  not  a  qw* 
cific  legacy.  In  Ellis  v.  Walker{b)  a  gift  by  one  partner 
to  the  other,  "  of  2000/.,  which  appears  to  be  dut  to  him 
on  the  last  settlement,  if  he  did  not  draw  it  out/'  ww 
held  specific  only,  by  reason  of  the  last  words.  In  that 
case  Lord  Hardwicke  said  the  Court  leaned  ag&inst  con- 
sidering a  legacy,  specific. 

[Colville  V.  Middleton{c)y  and  Badrich  v.  SUvens{ij 
also  cited.] 

Mr.  Osborne  appeared  for  Eli^a  and  Jane  Lewis. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Fields  for  the  n^xt  of  kin. 

These  legacies  are  specific,  and  if  the  fund  ^ven  iA 
the  payment  of  them  fail  or  prove  insufficient  the  1^ 
cies  must  fail  or  abate.  It  is  a  fact  that  the  capital  in- 
vested  in  the  business  of  the  firm  ol  Haly  &  Co.  vfU 
insufficient,  and  the  legacies  must  abate  pro  lanto. 

In  the  case  of  Coard  v.  Holdernessye)  the  testator 
gave  the  legatee  the  amount  which  testator^s  son  owed 
such  legatee,  and  directed  the  legacy  to  be  pwd  out  of 
his  son's  share:  such  share  proving  insufficient,  the  Court 
held  that  the  legacy  was  not  demonstrative,  but  was  only 
payable  by  means  of  the  son's  share. 

In  Williams  v.  -HM^Ae«(/)  legacies  given  by  the  testatrix 
out  of  her  brother's  estate,  payable  afler  the  death  of  Ai 
were  on  the  will  held  specific,  and  payable  out  of  reJ 
estate,  though  in  the  codicil  {g)  it  was  held  there  was  m 
intention  that  they  should  be  paid  in  any  event,  and  task 
they  must  be  treated  as  demonstrative. 

In  Gordon  v.  Duff  (Ji)  the  same  judge  held  that  a  g3t 


(a)  16  Beav.  136. 

(h)  Ambler,  309. 

(c)  3  Beav.  507. 

((f)  3  Br.  C.  Ca.  431  (note  in 
BelFs  edition  gives  Lord  Thur- 
low's  observations). 


{e)  29BeBV.39i« 
(/)  24  Beav.  474. 
[g)  Ibid.  482. 
(k)  28  Beav.  619. 
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f  "the  sum  of  2000/.  Long  Annuities  standing  in  tes- 
atrix's  name  in  the  books  of  Governor  and  Company  of 
kiA,"  was  Bpecificy  payable  not  out  of  general  estate^ 
lut  oat  of  the  Long  Annuities  of  the  testatrix. 

In  Diekin  v.  Edwards{a)  a  gift  of  1000/.  directed  to 
«  raised  by  trustees  by  sale  of  timber  was  held  not  to 
e  charged  on  the  general  personal  estate. 

\Hancox  v.  Abbey{b)  and  Spurway  v,  Glynn(c)  were 
!»  cited.] 
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Yige^Chancellob  :— 

There  is  great  diffloulty  in  this  case.  I  do  not  think 
Mittho  authorities  are  entirely  reconcilable.  Some  of 
16  later  decisions  have  gone  to  a  great  extent  in  holding 
gaoies  to  be  specific  when  no  more  was  done  than  to 
^t  out  the  fund  out  of  which  they  were  to  be  paid. 
ke  case  now  before  the  Court  is  one  in  which  pecuniary 
^es  or  legacies  of  quantity  are  directed  to  be  paid 
t  of  a  certain  specific  fund.  If  that  be  so,  that  is 
aody  the  definition  of  a  demonstrative  legacy.  In  the 
18  of  Smith  V.  Fitzgerald  (d)  the  definition  and  pecu- 
titles  of  a  demonstrative  legacy  are  exactly  what  I  have 
ted.  In  every  case  of  a  demonstrative  legacy  there  is 
^MBcific  fund.  In  this  case  it  is  a  great  peculiarity 
)i  the  specific  fund,  which  is  said  to  be  that  demon- 
ated  by  the  testator  as  primarily  applicable  to  pay  the 
•des,  is  itself  the  subject  of  a  clear  specific  legacy, 
th  an  exception  out  of  it  of  the  sums  directed  to  be 
d  as  pecuniary  l^acies.  But  on  an  attentive  conside- 
bn  that  seems  to  me  to  make  no  difference.  There  is 
ihority  to  show  that,  if  the  fund  out  of  which  the  legacy 
\o  be  paid  be  specified,  it  cannot  affect  the  question  in 
)  least  whether  the  fund  so  specified  is  the  subject  of  a 
wific  gift  itself  afler  the  legacies  are  paid.     In  the 


Judgment, 


(a)  4  Hare,  273. 
(>)  11  Ves.  179. 


(c)  9  Yes.  483. 
{d)  3  V.  &  B.  2. 
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case  of  Smith  v.  Fitzgerald  the  testator  had  a  debt 
due  to  him  from  the  Nabob  of  Arcot.  That  debt  be 
mentions  in  his  will,  and  out  of  that  debt  be  direeti 
a  number  of  legacies  to  be  paid.  He  describes  the  ddrfc 
as  outstanding — not  yet  recovered — ^and  ezpresaes  some 
degree  of  uncertainty  as  to  the  amount  that  may  be 
recovered.  But  he  estimates  the  amount,  and  one  of  tbe 
questions  in  the  case  was^  whether  the  residue  of  tint 
debt,  which  was  indicated  as  the  fund  out  of  which  tbe 
pecuniary  legacies  were  to  be  paid,  was  specifically  gitei 
to  two  individuals  named  in  the  will,  or  passed  under  tbe 
gift  of  the  general  residue.  Sir  William  Grant  decided 
both  questions.  He  first  decided  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  indication  of  that  specific  fund  out  of  wbidi 
the  pecuniary  legacies  were  to  be  paid  made  those  pecu- 
niary legacies  specific,  or,  in  other  words,  made  the  pay- 
ment of  them  depend  on  the  sufficiency  or  existence  of 
the  fund  out  of  which  they  were  to  be  paid.  Then  be 
decided  the  other  question  as  an  entirely  independent 
question,  and  wholly  unaffected  by  the  consideration 
whether  or  not  the  remainder  of  the  fund  was  specificillf 
given  to  two  persons  of  the  name  of  Smith  or  not.  But  tbe 
Master  of  the  Bolls  was  there  dealing  with  agift  of  peci- 
niary  legacies  directed  to  be  paidoutof  afund  asspecifically 
described,  and  as  completely  separated  from  the  rest  of 
his  assets  as  could  occur  or  has  occurred  in  any  case.  He 
says,  ^^  The  first  question  is,  whether  the  I^acies  giTO 
out  of  the  debt  of  the  nabob  are  to  be  considered  tf 
specific ;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  that  debt,  whateitf 
its  amount  might  be,  was  not  intended  to  be  diyided 
among  the  legatees.  The  same  legacies  may  be  specifio 
in  one  sense  and  pecuniary  in  another."  Afler  refernDg 
to  another  case,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  said,  *'Uj 
opinion  is,  that  these  legatees  are  entitled  to  nothing  mom 
than  the  sums  of  money  bequeathed  to  them,  with 
interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  payment,  which  eeeni 
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to  be  fixed  by  the  testator  himself,  to  the  time  when 
the  debt  should  be  recovered,  and  the  trustees  admit 
that  it  is  to  be  considered  as  recovered  from  the  time  of  the 
■greement  between  the  nabob's  creditors  and  the  East 
India  Company,"  Then  he  goes  on  to  deal  with  the  other 
question  as  an  entirely  separate  one.  Having  disposed  of 
ihat  question  he  might  or  might  not  have  decided  that  the 
nmainder^of  the  debt  was  given  specifically  to  the  persons 
indicated,  or  that  it  passed  by  the  gift  of  the  general 
leiidae.  He  decided,  expressing  great  difficulty  on  the 
■nbject,  that  it  passed  by  the  gifl  of  the  general  residue. 
^Ihat  case  seems  to  me  entirely  to  govern  the  present. 
^  law  laid  down  in  that  case  seems  to  me  to  bo 
perfectly  sound  law  ;  sound,  treating  it  as  a  legal  princi- 
ple; sound,  as  consistent  with  the  principles  of  common 
iense;  because,  if  a  man  gives  to  a  person  a  legacy  of  50/. 
ititing  that  that  legacy  is  to  be  paid  out  of  a  certain 
■pecified  part  of  his  property,  the  primary  intention  is  to 
pre  50/.  to  the  legatee.  The  rest  seems  to  amount  to 
M  more  than  convenience — what  his  purpose  was  in  the 
administration  of  his  assets.  But  the  consequence  of 
Wding  that  the  gifl  of  a  pecuniary  legacy  of  that  kind  is 
■peeific  is  this — that  the  testator  clearly  indicating  an 
litention  that  the  legatee  shall  have  the  money,  though 
k  has  assets  abundant  to  pay  it,  yet  if  any  alteration 
^tbe  property  takes  place  (if,  for  instance,  a  bond-debt 
iie  to  himself  happens  to  be  paid  off),  the  gifl  totally 
vis.  That  is  quite  contrary  to  what  can  be  rationally 
^{mted  to  a  testator. 

Apply  that  principle  to  the  present  case,  which  is  that 
f  a  partner  in  a  certain  partnership.  The  testator  indi- 
itea  his  share  in  the  capital  of  that  partnership  as  a  fund 
Itt  of  which  these  legacies  are  to  be  paid.  He  makes  a 
l^^fic  gift  of  his  share  in  the  capital  of  the  partnership, 
^t  he  excepts  from  that  the  pecuniary  bequests  now  in 
Heation.     Afterwards  he  desires  his  executors  to  pay  the 
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pecuniary  legacies  which  he  mentiohs^  tmd  agldn  he  ii 
cates  his  share  in  the  capital  of  the  concert)  as  a  ftmd  ool 
of  which  they  are  to  be  paid.  Suppose  in  the  testalol^ 
lifetime  the  partnerahip  had  been  dissolved,  and  that  lie 
had  received  20,000/. — ^far  more  tiban  enough  to  pay  dme 
legacies:  the  specific  fund  which  he  had  indicated  as appfr 
cable  for  the  payment  being  in  his  own  pomeflsion  iii  i 
different  shape,  and  there  being  an  abundance  of  asMt* 
surely  it  would  be  a  most  extraordinary  intentifm  II 
impute  to  the  testator  that  a  mere  gift  of  money>  Ml 
given  as  an  aliquot  part  of  his  share  in  the  piUrtnertUf^ 
not  given  specifically,  but  only  having  a  Bofficient  filii 
indicated  for  its  payment — it  would  be  a  strange  nobdoli 
of  what  would  naturally  appear  to  be  the  intentioi  4 
the  testator  to  say,  because  he  had  got  into  his  poobt 
the  fund  which  he  intended  his  executors  to  pay  to  thellf 
and  that  fund  was  in  the  executors'  hands  fdiXiet  hid  d^Mhi 
that  therefore  the  legatees  were  to  take  nothiDg» 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  enter  into  An  ezaoiinlitioil  tf 

the  more  recent  cases  which  have  been  very  plroperi^ 

I'elied  upon  as  tending  to  show  that  in  this  damd  thi  OmI 

would   be  justified  in  holding  that  these  Were  topeckM 

legacies,  the  payment  of  which  must  depend  npoii  111 

existence  of  the  fund  which  is  directed  to  be  appli^  tf 

their  payment;  for  I  do  not  find  that  in  any  of  tMi 

cases  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Fitzgerald^  which  was  oarefliI|^' 

and  elaborately  argued,  and  decided  by  one  of  thegrdalflA 

judges  that  ever  sat  in  this  Court— a  deoiaioft  wUch  fi>lknii 

decisions  of  Lord  Eldon,  of  Lord  Thutlow>  and  Of  Iittf^ 

Hard wicke— was  cited  or  referred  to«     I  cAiinot  ilil^ 

to  any  of  the  judges  who  have  recently  dealt  with  ttl 

qrestion  an  intention  of  overruling  a  case  thttl  mmm^  M 

me  to  depend  on  a  principle  so  perfectly  edutidi    ^tMI^ 

fore  I  find  myself  bound  to  hold  that  in  ihia  can  M 

payment  of  these  l^acies  does  not  dep^id  uport  IM 

existence  of  the  fund  indioated  by  the  teatitor  ibr  <M 
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Ufpose  of  conyenience  or  otherwise,  as  that  out  of  which 
k^  l^acies  ought  to  be  paid.  I  may  also  observe  this — 
it  in  the  words  by  which  the  testator  directs  his  executors 
» piiy  these  legacies  in  money,  the  reference  to  the  share 
i  the  capital  seems  rather  parenthetical,  and  is  in  very  in- 
Mfate  iangu^e,  for  he  says:  "  I  request  my  executors 
91  pay,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  decease, 
H  of  the  capital  employed  in  the  business,  to  the  persons 
Mtioned  below,  the  following  sums."  Now,  there,  if 
M  read  it  thus,  the  essential  part  in  the  gift  of  the 
Hides  is  the  direction  to  pay:  "  I  request  iny  executors 
iBi  pay,  to  the  persons  mentioned  below,  the  following 
Mu,  as  soon  as  conveniently  "  may  be  after  my  decease 
iil  oat  of  the  capital;  the  latter  words t  ecmed  to  be 
Med  parenthetically  for  the  purpose  of  convenience,  and 
t  seems  to  me  that  the  right  of  the  legatees  no  more 
lepends  upon  the  direction  to  pay  "  out  of  the  capital ' 
bin  on  the  words  "  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be." 
Ckey  are  ancillary  directions,  and  in  my  mind  they  are 
lot  of  the  essence  of  the  bequest.  The  gift  is  not  of  a 
iire  of  the  capital,  but  the  capital  is  indicated  as  the 
■Qperty  out  of  which  it  may  be  conveniently  paid. 

As  to  the  other  question^  which  does  not  arise  directly, 
Iftink,  when  the  testator  speaks  of  his  capital,  he  meant 
jbpve  all  that  was  coming  to  him  out  of  the  assets  of 
lii  pAHuetship. 

m 

AfUr  8ome  discussion  it  was  declared  that,  according 
ifae  ti^e  oonstruction  of  the  will,  the  several  sums 
the  testator  directed  his  executors  to  pay  as  soon 
ioaveniently  might  be  after  his  decease  out  of  th^ 
employed  in  the  business,  were  not  specific  lega* 
Wkf  but  were  demonstrative  legacies,  and  were  primarily 
||%aole  out  of  the  testator^e  proportion  of  capital  en^ 
m^ed  in  the  business  (Haly^s);  and  that  if  such  proper*' 
Bin  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  such  legacies  in  full 
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the  deficiency  was  to  be  made  good  out  of  the  genenl 
personal   estate   not  specifically  bequeathed;  and  thl 
Hannah  Hart^  as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  m 
entitled  to  be  paid  the  clear  residue  of  such  penoml 
estate.      It  was  also  declared^  that  such  proportion  «| 
capital  as  aforesaid  included  the  whole  share  and  interati 
of  the  testator  in  the  assets  of  the  business  (Haly^i)}! 
including  the  debt  of  2649/.  2s.  3d.;  and  it  was  directrfj 
that  the  residue  (if  any)  of  such  proportion  of  capital 
aforesaid  should  be  invested^  and  the  interest  of  the  fiw| 
and  of  the  shares  be  paid  to  Hannah  Hart  for  life,  ttaj 
to  Eliza  and  Jane  Lewis  in  equal  shares^  with  surnW 
ship  between  them.     It  was  also  declared  that  the  tnj 
sums  of  48/.  16*.  Id.  and  268/.  4*.  9d.  formed  part  of  4i| 
general  personal  estate. 


Mareh  16. 
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CHARLTON  v.  COOMBES. 

Thomas  ALCHIN,  by  Ws  wiU,  bequeathed  the 
of  2500/.  to  the  plaintiffs  John  Sills  Charlton  and 
mas  Charlton  (whom  he  also  appointed  his  execnt 
upon  trust  to  invest  the  same>   and  as  to  lOOOH 
thereof  to  pay  the  income  to  his  niece  Mary  Ann 
then  the  wife  of  William  Andrus^  for  her  life,  and 
her  decease   to   transfer  the   same  to  her   children 
therein  mentioned.     The  testator  bequeathed  allhtf' 
estate,  and  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  unto 
said  J.  S.  Charlton  and  T.  Charlton,  their  heirs, 
tors,  administrators  and  assigns,  according  to  tbe 
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>f  respectively^  upon  trust  to  call  in  and  invest  such 
>f  the  personal  estate  as  might  not  be  invested5  and 
llect  and  receive  the  rents  of  the  real  estate,  and, 
deduction  from  the  principal  moneys  of  the  said  sum 
>00.,  to  pay  the  income  of  the  residue  to  his  niece 
aid  Mary  Ann  Andrus  and  three  other  persons  in 
I  shares  during  their  respective  lives,  the  share  of 
aid  Af .  A.  Andrus  to  be  for  her  sole  and  separate 
and  without  power  of  anticipation.  The  testator 
ler  directed  that,  when  and  so  soon  as  either  of  the 
Four  persons  should  die  leaving  lawful  issue  of  his 
r  body,  the  trustees  should  sell  the  real  estate  and 
possessed  of  the  moneys,  and  also  of  the  personal 
*esiduary  estate^  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the 
d  income  thereof  equally  amongst  the  survivors  and 
lildren  of  such  as  might  be  dead,  the  shares  of  the 
ts  to  vest  in  the  children  at  twenty-one,  with  benefit 
nrivorship  and  accruer  amongst  them, 
a  third  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  13th  Decem- 
i852,  after  reciting  that  the  said  William  Andrus 
ben  dead,  leaving  the  said  Mary  Ann  Andrus  his 
r,  the  testator  declared  as  follows : — 
'hat,  in  case  and  when  the  said  M.  A.  Andrus  should 
'  again  without  having  the  previous  consent  of  both 
id  executors  and  trustees,  or  his  executors  and  trus- 
>r  the  time  being,  the  interest,  dividends,  and  other 
fBy  and  all  other  benefit  given  to  her  in  and  by  his 
rill,  should  cease,  end,  and  determine,  and  that  in 
nd  instead  thereof  she  should  have,  and  he  did  in 
ivent  give  and  bequeath  unto  her  for  her  natural 
nd  for  her  own  separate  use  and  benefit,  the  clear 
f  sum  of  50/.  sterling  to  be  paid  to  her  by  equal 
«rly  payments.'' 

e  testator  further  directed  that  the  surplus  divi- 
9  interest,  and  proceeds  over  and  above  the  said  sum 
I  **  which  she  would  have  been  otherwise  entitled 


lS6d. 
Charltok 

V, 
COOMBBS. 

Siafentent, 


374 


CASES  IN  CHANCERT. 


1803. 
Charlton 

COOMBES. 

Statement* 


to  had  she  remained  a  widow^*  should  go  and  be  appSei 
amongst  her  child  and  children  as  therein  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  on  the  6th  March^  1854.  Mn.  An- 
drus,  without  the  consent  of  the  trustees  and  ezeentm 
of  the  testator's  will,  married  the  defendant  Edwaid 
Coombes.  The  trustees  during  some  time  paid  the  b* 
come  of  the  legacy  and  share  of  residue  bequeathed  li^ 
the  will  to  Mary  Anne  Coombes^  in  the  belief  that  ib 
was  still  unmarried.  In  January,  I8565  repreeentang  ho^ 
self  unmarried,  she  requested  the  plaintifis  to  consent  li 
her  marriage  with  Edward  Coombes,  but  they  refiuri 
to  do  so. 

The  present  bill  alleged  that  in  February,  1856,  Biuj 
Ann  Andrus,  under  the  name  and  description  of  Ibtj 
Ann  Andrus,  widow,  filed  a  bill  in  this  Court,  allegiif 
the  refusal  of  the  trustees  to  consent  to  her  marriage  wi 
Coombes,  and  praying  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  ]l^g|l 
be  administered  by  the  Court;  also  that  the  plaiatiff 
Mary  Ann  Andrus  might  be  indemnified  in  respect  rfi 
mortgage  of  the  18th  November,  1846. 

The  present  bill  alleged  that  this  suit  waa  institated  bf 
Mrs.  Andrus  after  her  marriage  with  Coombes.  In  April 
1856,  the  plaintifis  filed  a  cross  bill  ^unst  persons  ti^ 
ministering  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

By  an  order  made  in  both  suits  in  July,  1856,  Bii 
Honour  directed  a  sum  of  1000/.  Consols  to  be  transfiani 
into  court,  in  trust  in  the  causes  to  an  account  to  beei* 
titled,  "  The  legacy  account  of  the  plaintiff^  Maiy  An 
Andrus,  subject  to  duty,"  and  the  dividends  were  oidenl 
to  be  paid  to  M.  A.  Andrus,  subject  to  fiirther  order. 

The  chief  clerk  certified,  in  March,  1857,  that  Mirf 
Ann  Andrus  had  six  children  (who,  with  the  husbands  flf 
two  of  them,  were  defendants  to  the  present  suit).  Hi 
also  found  that  the  plaintiffs  had  paid  to  M.  A.  Andm 
on  account  of  her  interest  in  the  residuary  estate,  Ai 
sum   of  342/.  lOs,  Id, ;  and  that  there   was  doe  tM 
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L  Andrus  to  the  testator's  estate^  upon  an  indenture 
lortgnge  dated  18th  November,  1846,  the  sum  of 
>/•  with  interest,  making  together  (less  sums  retained 
be  plaintiffs)  the  sum  of  1133/.  lis. 
I  the  certificate  was  an  affidayit  sworn  in  the 
BS,  by  Mary  Ann  Coombes,  in  the  name  and  by  the 
ription  of  Mary  Ann  Andrus,  widow,  to  the  effect 
she  had  not  since  the  death  of  her  husband  Wil- 

Andrus  contracted  marriage  with  any  person,  but 
still  his  widow, 
be  cause  came  on  for  further  consideration  in  Decem- 

1857,  when  a  decree  was  made  whereby  it  was 
red  that  the  costs  of  Mary  Ann  Andrus  should  be 
d  and  paid  to  Mr.  Charles  Edward  Lewis,  her  soli- 
r;  and  it  was  directed,  that  after  payment  of  the 
tgage  debt  of  1000/.  interest  and  rent,  with  interest 

the  costs  relating  to  the  mortgage  inquiry,  one- 
fch  part  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate 
lid  be  paid  to  Mary  Ann  Andrus  during  her  life,  or 
I  further  order. 

n  the  6tfa  March,  1862,  Mary  Ann  Andrus  died, 
n  the  25th  March,  1862,  this  bill  were  filed,  the  plain- 
haying  only  within  a  few  weeks  previously  discovered 
Mary  Ann  Coombes  was  married  to  the  defendant 
mbes. 

he  bill  charged  that  the  concealment  of  the  marriage  and 
itfttement  in  the  affidavit  were  a  fraud  upon  the  plain- 
»  upon  M.  A.  Coombes's  children,  and  upon  the  Court, 
that  the  defendant  Edward  Coombes  colluded  with 
irife  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiffs, 
aragraph  25  was  as  follows: — "  The  defendant 
nurd  Coombes  sometimes  pretends  that  until  recently 
?a8  ignorant  of  the  terms  or  effect  of  the  said  third 
oil  to  the  said  testator's  will,  and  that,  before  the  said 
in  the  said  suit  of  Andrus  v.  Charlton  was  filed,  he 
the  said  Mary  Ann  Coombes  informed  their  solicitors 
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of  their  marriage^  and  that  the  said  bill  was  filed  m  tke 
name  of  Mary  Ann  Andrus,  as  if  she  were  still  the 
widow  of  the  said  William  Andrus,  with  their  knowledge 
or  privity ;  and  he  pretends  that  he  is  therefore  not  respofi- 
sible  for  the  said  proceedings,  nor  for  the  erroneous  pij- 
ments  that  have  been  made.  The  plaintiffs|  howeyer, 
charge  the  contrary  of  such  pretences  to  be  truth." 

The  bill  prayed  for  an  account  as  against  Edward 
Coombes,  on  the  footing  of  the  overpayments  which  had 
been  paid  to  Mary  Ann  Coombes  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
he  was  a  party  to  the  fraud. 

Mr.  tf  ames  Lewis,  of  Rochester,  the  solicitor  who  filed 
the  bill  in  the  name  of  Mary  Ann  Andrus,  was  called  as 
a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  alfl) 
examined  on  the  part  of  all  the  defendants  excepi 
Coombes. 

Being  sworn  on  the  16th  February,  1863,  he  deposed 
that  Coombes  had  been  a  client  of  his  for  ten  years  put 
Deponent  was  introduced  to  Mrs.  Andrus  on  the  13tk 
September,  1854,  with  reference  to  her  affairs  under  the 
will,    and    generally,    by  the  uncle  of   the  defendant 
Coombes.     Deponent  had  all  his  books  with  him,  but 
declined  to  produce  them  on  the  ground  of  privilq;e, 
He  was  first  informed  of  the  proposed  marriage  by  Mr& 
Andrus.     The  trustees  declined  to  give  their  coMcnt 
Deponent  thought  that  Mr.  John  Coombes  (the  uncle) 
knew  that  if  Mrs.  Andrus  married  without  consent  die 
would  lose  a  portion  of  her  income.     Mrs.  Andrus  g»w 
deponent  instructions  to  file  the  bill.     On  several  occa- 
sions the  defendant  used  to  drive  Mrs.  Andrus  over  to 
Gravesend,  and  deponent  met  her   at  an  hotel  thert 
Deponent  knew  that  they  were  desirous  of  marryingi  W 
could  not  get  the  consent  of  the  trustees.     She  was  qniti 
a  woman  of  business.     Deponent  thought  the  defendiat 
Coombes  knew  if  Mrs.  Andrus  married  without  coaseBt 
she  would  lose  part  of  her   income,  but  he  could  not 
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wj  when  defendant  first  became  acquainted  with  it. 
Deponent  advised  them  not  to  marry.  Deponent  first 
iiflcovered  that  they  were  married  a  month  or  two  before 
Mrs.  Andrus'  death.  Mr.  John  Coombes  told  deponent 
of  it,  and  deponent  was  very  angry  that  he  had  been  so 
deceived. 

Being  examined  on  the  same  day,  on  behalf  of  the 
lefendantSy  deponent  said^  ^^My  aclvice  to  them  both, 
not  to  marry,  was  repeated  after  defendant  Coombes 
knew  of  the  institution  of  the  suit  of  Andnis  v.  Charlton. 
....  My  book  would  not  show  when  the  defendant 
Coombes  was  present  at  any  interviews  with  Mrs.  Andrus 
at  Gravesend.  I  cannot  recollect  the  particulars  of  any 
conversation  I  had  with  her  in  the  defendant  Coombes's 
presence.  I  had  frequently  letters  from  her.  I  have  no 
letters  from  the  defendant  Coombes  on  this  subject." 
Q. — "Will  you  produce  her  letters?"  A. — "I  decline 
to  produce  them,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  my  client 
It  the  time  I  received  them.'* 

Counsel  for  the  defendants  except  Coombes  having 
offered,  on  their  behalf,  to  waive  the  privilege,  if  any, 
lie  deponent  still  declined  to  produce  the  letters. 

The  one  demurrer  was  set  down  by  the  plaintiffs,  and 
he  other  by  the  defendants  other  than  Coombes,  and  now 
i«ne  on  for  argument. 
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Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Speed  for  the  motion. — If  Mrs. 
kndrus  were  living,  it  was  clear  she  could  not  refuse 
JO  produce  the  letters,  nor  could  her  solicitor.  Then, 
low  could  her  death  afifect  the  question  ? 

The  admitted  rule,  that  the  solicitor  should  not  be  per- 
nitted  to  disclose  confidential  communications  made  to 
dm  by  his  client,  had  no  application  to  the  case  of  fraud. 
iut  it  was  said  the  solicitor  must  be  a  party  to  the 
raud  in  order  to  bring  the  case  within  the  exception, 
^ut  that   was    not    the  rule  of   law   on  this   subject. 
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The  privilege  was  that  of  the  client^  and  not  tlitt 
of  the  solicitor^  and  the  fraud  of  the  client,  without  m 
participation  therein  by  his  solicitor,  at  once  took  the 
case  out  of  the  rule  in  favour  of  the  privilege.  Hero  tk 
bill  was  filed  alleging  a  case  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  Mn. 
Andrus  (the  client)  and  if  the  defendant  Coombee^  to 
which  the  solicitor  was  at  most  only  an  innoeent  partj. 
It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  privilege  did  Bot 
apply. 

Mr. «/.  A'^.  Higgins  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— 'Ilie 
question  stood  now  exactly  as  if  Mrs.  Andrus  wen 
living.  The  contrary  doctrine  was  not  pretended ;  tb 
general  rule  was,  that  all  communications  between  solid- 
tor  and  client  involving  professional  confidence  are  priTi* 
leged :  Herring  v.  Clobery  (a).  This  rule  was  discoMJ 
and  considered  in  Greenough  v.  Goikett  (&),  by  Lort 
Brougham,  assisted  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  Chief  Jmdoa 
Tindal,  Baron  Parke,  and  also  by  Vice-chancellor 
Bruce,  in  Pearse  v.  Pearse  (c).  The  rule  was  not 
fined  to  litigation  actually  commenced  or  in  contem 
Herring  v.  Clobery  (rf).  Within  its  operation  were  i 
eluded  all  documents  delivered  to  and  all  entries 
by  the  solicitor:  Qreenough  v.  GaskeU(e):  and 
to  facts  communicated  to  the  client:  Pearse  v.  Ihamif^ 

The  rule  was  absolute  as  to  the  solicitor,  though 
fied  as  to  client  {g).    There  was  a  distinction  tiku 
between  the  privilege  of  the  client  and  the  right  of  ik 
solicitor,  in  the  latter  case  a  duty  being  supersddad 
Thompson  v.  Falh  (A) :  the  violation  of  which  would  ( 
a  great  ofience:   Cholmondley  v.  Clinton  (i):  which  worf 
be  restrained  by  the  Court:  Beer  v.  Ward  (J).   Tlreatf 


(u)  1  Phill.  91. 

ib)  1  M.  &  K.  98. 

(e)  1  De  a.  &  Smale,  28. 

id)  1  PhilJ.  91. 

ie)  1  M.  &  K.  100. 
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OASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


379 


6  was  laid  down  in  JVibon  v.  BoMtall  {a),  in 
iir.  Justice  Butler  said  a  solicitor's  mouth  was  for 
lit.     In  this  Court  a  suit  might  be  maintained  to 

a  solicitor  from  disclosing  the  confidential  corn- 
ions  of  his  client :  Lewis  v.  Smith  {b) :  and  if  a 

gave  such  evidence,  it  would  be  suppressed  at 
ftnoe  of  the  client:  Sandfard  y.  Bemington  (c): 
law :  Taylor  v.  Blaeklow  (d).  It  was  dear  that 
I  case  it  was  the  duty  of  a  solicitor  to  demur  to  the 
atory  seeking  a  disclosure :  Morgan  v.  Shaxo  {e). 
dear  that,  if  Mrs.  Andrus  were  alive  and  a  party 
uit,  the  discovery  sought  could  not  be  obtained 
':  Pearte  v.  Pearse (/),  Thiompson  v.  Falk  {g)x  and 
in  case  of  a  criminal  charge  which  is  made,  she 
3t  be  bound  to  criminate  herself.  The  only  case 
m  times  where  such  discovery  has  been  given  was 
\  firaud:    Warde  v.  Warde  (A),  ReyneU  v.  I^pyre{i). 

personal  privilege,  and  survived  to  the  executor : 
ni  V.  Lowten  (J),  Russell  v.  Jackson  (A) :  nor  did 
li  of  his  client  make  any  difference :  Herring  v. 
I).  The  only  exception  was  in  a  case  of  firaud, 
le  solicitor  allowed  himself  to  be  made  a  mere 
ch  was  not  so  much  an  exception  as  that  the  rule 
tpply  :  Follett  v.  Jtffryes  (m). 
',  the  privilege  could  not  be  waived  except  by 
i  herself. 

ese  grounds  it  was  submitted  that  ths  demurrer 
allowed. 
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May  V.  Hawkins  (a),  Fallett  v.  Jefferyes  (J),  RtmU  y. 
Jackson  (c),  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten{d),  KeUyy.  Jaekson{f\ 
Reg.  V.  Avery  (/),  fie^.  v.  Hajfward(jf\  were  cited— See 

The  Vice-Chancbllob  : — 

There  appears  to  be  no  case  in  which  it  has  been  ex- 
pressly decided  whether  the  death  of  the  client  in  aojr 
way  affects  or  modifies  the  rule.  In  Herring  v.  CUkeii 
the  objection  appears  to  have  been  taken,  but  was  not 
noticed  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  his  judgment  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  a  solicitor  is  a  co-conqpbi- 
tor  with  a  defendant  in  the  cause,  in  concocting  a  fimrf 
in  respect  of  which  the  suit  seeks  relief,  privilege  doei 
not  cover  such  a  case;  because,  as  Lord  Cranwortk 
said  in  Fallett  v.  Jefferyes^  the  Court  cannot  permit  it  to 
be  said  that  the  contriving  of  a  fraud  forms  part  of  tk 
professional  business  of  an  attorney  or  solicitor.  In  tbt 
case  the  bill  sought  relief  in  respect  of  a  fraud,  and  tke 
bill  charged  that  the  defendant  Taylor,  an  annuitant,  tfl 
his  wife,  and  the  defendant  Jefferyes,  a  residuary  legatee^ 
with  a  view  to  his  own  interest,  and  also  with  a  view  to 
the  interests  of  the  other  residuary  legatees,  "took 
counsel  together,  and  with  their  respective  solicitors,  ii 
order  to  devise  some  means  of  defeating  the  title  of  tk 
plaintiffs  to  the  annuity."  In  that  case  there  was  a  Btrofljj 
charge  introduced  advisedly  into  the  bill,  for  the  purpo«j 
of  raising  the  question  of  the  conspiracy,  and  of  ok*, 
taining  discovery.  But  the  Court  held  that  tlietran^^j 
tion,  according  to  the  account  of  it  given  in  the  bill** 
answer,  was  not  a  fraud;  and,  therefore,  that  the  solicit' 
was  not  bound  to  set  forth  the  contents  of  the  letters. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  not  a  single  passage  in  tw 


(o)  11  Ex.  210. 
(ft)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  1. 

(c)  9  Hare,  387. 

(d)  2  Swanst.  216,  221,  note. 


(e)  13  Irish  £q.  129. 
(/)  8  Car.  &  P.  59tf. 
(g)  2  Car.  &K.  234. 
iS)  3  Binjf .  N.  C.  421. 
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1  which  charged  the  solicitor  with  the  fraud  in  respect 
which  relief  is  sought^  nor  is  there  any  passage  which 
anects  him  with  any  fraud.  The  solicitor  was^employed 
the  client  in  the  ordinary  way.  The  bill  no  doubt 
jTS  that  the  client  committed  a  fraud ;  but  in  order  to 
ce  the  case  out  of  the  privilege^  there  must  be  some 
scific  charge  in  the  bill  connecting  the  solicitor  with 
s  fraud.  After  stating  that  he  could  not  recollect  the 
rticulars  of  any  conversation  with  her  in  the  defendant 
K>mbes's  presence,  and  that  he  had  frequently  had  letters 
m  her,  he  is  asked,  '•  Will  you  produce  her  letters  ?  " 
s  answers,  ^^  I  decline  to  produce  them,  on  the  ground 
\i  she  was  my  client  at  the  time  I  received  them." 
lere  is  no  particular  charge  in  the  bill  as  to  these  letters, 
i  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  solicitor  very  properly 
iised  to  produce  them.  The  defendants  must  have 
\  costs  of  both  demurrers. 
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A  testator 
having  be- 
queathed the 
dividends  of  a 
fund  to  his 
niece  for  life, 
remainder  to 
her  children, 
by  a  codicil 
reciting  that 
her  husband 
was  dead 
declared  that 
in  case  she 
married  again 
without  the 
consent  of  the 
trustees  she 
should  forfeit 
the  legacy  and 
take  only  50/. 
a  year.    The 
niece  without 
the  consent  or 
knowledge  of 
the  trustees 
married, 
received  the 
dividends  for 
some  time^ 
and  died.    On 
a  bill  by  the 
trustees 
against  the 
the  husband 
(who  denied 
knowledge  of 
tlie  clause  of 
forfeiture)  the 
Court  declared 
the  husband 
subject  to  the 
liabilities 
that  affected 
the  wife.* 


CHARLTON  v.  COOMBES- 

1  HE  testator  in  this  case  by  his  will  gave  certain  pro- 
perty on  trust  for  his  niece  M.  A,  Andrus,  then  the  wife  of 
W.  Andrus,  for  her  life,  to  her  separate  use,  rcmabder 
to  her  children.  Shortly  after  the  death  of  W.  Androi 
the  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  in  which,  redtiig 
Andrus's  death,  he  directed  that  in  case  Mrs.  Andiv 
should  marry  again  without  the  consent  of  the  trastMi 
named  in  the  will  she  should  lose  the  benefits  giTen  bj 
his  will,  and  should  take  only  an  annuity  of  60L  ptf 
annum  for  her  life. 

Subsequently  to  the  testator's  death,  Mrs.  Andm 
applied  to  the  trustees  for  their  consent  to  her  msniip 
with  the  defendant  Coombes,  and  they  haying  refused  (i 
was  stated  at  the  bar  that  it  was  against  this  yeiy  ooff* 
nection  that  the  proviso  in  the  codicil  was  directed).  Ha 
Andrus  in  1854  married  the  defendant  Coombes  privatelf 
and  concealed  the  marriage.  She  continued  to  go  by  tb 
name  of  her  first  husband,  and  received  the  beoefii 
under  the  will  of  the  testator  on  the  footing  that  she  f 
still  a  widow.  In  1856  she  filed  a  bill  against  the  ttwM 
in  which  she  described  herself  as  Mary  Ann  Andni| 
widow,  and  in  support  of  the  claims  made  by  that  8» 
she  filed  affidavits  in  which  she  deposed  that  she  ^1 
still  unmarried.  Several  payments  were  made  to  » 
under  the  orders  of  the  Court  in  the  suit.  She  and* 
husband  did  not  reside  together,  though  on  temu  off 
parent  intimacy.  In  1862  Mrs.  Andrus  died.  Shtfw 
after  her  death  the  trustees  became  aware  of  ^ 
concealed  marriage,  and  filed  a  bill  against  CoonM 
charging  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  fraud,  and  hai  ^ 


*  See  ant^  p.  379. 
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ced  hi8  wife  to  commit  perjury,  and  alleging  that  he 
d  knowledge  of  the  forfeiture  clause,  and  was  privy  to 
e  false  representation  and  statements  on  which  she  filed 
3  bin.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  defendant  might  be 
creed  to  recoup  the  trustees  in  the  amount  improperly 
id  to  her  as  aforesaid. 

Coombes  by  his  answer  positively  denied  that  he  was 
are  of  the  forfeiture  clause  contained  in  the  will  of  the 
tator,  or  that  the  consent  of  the  trustees  was  necessary 
the  marriage.  He  also  denied  all  knowledge  of  the 
davit  made  in  the  suit  of  Andrus  v.  Charlton^  or  that 
bill  was  filed  with  his  privity  or  knowledge. 
le  alleged  that  he  married  his  late  wife  in  secret 
the  ground  that  some  of  her  children  had  threatened 
lo  him  some  bodily  injury.  After  his  marriage  he  con- 
led  it  because  he  felt  he  **  had  got  into  a  hornets'  nest," 
1  wished  to  avoid  them. 

rhe  principal  witness  called  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs 
)  Mr.  Lewis,  of  Rochester  (a),  who  had  been  exa- 
led. 


leoa. 

Charlton 

V. 
COOXBM. 

StaUmint. 


llr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Speed  forthe  trustees. — A  hus- 
id  is  liable  for  wrongful  act  ^  committed  during  cover- 
e.  In  Adair  v.  Shaw  {.  ,  the  assets  of  an  intestate,  to 
om  Kfeme  covert  had  taken  out  tters  of  adinim^tration, 
ing'^been  wasted,  and  the  husband  having  died  leaving 
wife  surviving,  the  Court  held  the  husband's  assets 
irgeable  in  equity  for  the  waste  committed  during 
^ertore.  The  same  principle  was  acted  on  by  Lord 
ttenham  in  Tyler  v.  BeU{c).  In  the  case  of  Head  v. 
iicoe(d),  a  husband  was  held  liable  for  a  libel  published 
lus  wife,  who  was  separated  from  her  husband,  there 
ng  no  proof  of  adultery.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  in 
t  case  Btid,  "  There  is  no  doubt  in  point  of  law  that  a 


Argument, 


)  See  anti. 

)  1  Sch.  &  L.  243. 


(c)  2  M.  &  Cr.  89. 

(d)  5  C.  &  Payne,  484. 
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husband;  so  long  as  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife 
continues,  is  answerable  to  a  third  person  for  what  is  done 
by  the  wife." 

It  is  clear  that  the  receipt  of  this  money  was  a  wrong- 
ful act  on  behalf  of  the  wife.  It  is  clear,  too,  thoogh 
that  is  not  necessary  for  this  case,  that  the  husband  wis 
cognizant  of  his  wife's  acts,  and  had  the  benefit  of  the 
money  so  improperly  obtained  by  her  fraud. 

Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Talfourd  Salter  for  the  children.— 
In  Chugh  v.  Bo?id{a),  the  principle  laid  down  in  Adaf 
V.  Shaw  was  acted  on  by  the  Court,  and  the  assets  of  the 
husband  of  an  administratrix  declared  liable  to  make 
good  the  defalcations  of  the  administratrix.  In  Vaiylu» 
V.  Vanderstegen  {b)  Vice-Chancellor  Eindersley  esta- 
blished the  same  doctrine.  \_Manby  y.  Scott  {e)fSavagt^» 
Forster  (d),  Waithman  v.  Wak^ld  («),  Blades  v.  Free(f)i 
Edwards  v.  Farebrother  (y),  and  Montague  v.  Benedid{k)i 
were  also  cited. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Hallett,  for  the  defendtft 
Coombes,  contended  that  the  evidence  failed  to  show  tint 
Coombes  was  privy  to  the  improper  conduct  of  the  wifc 
The  bill  charged  perjury  and  fraud,  and  those  chaigB* 
must  be  proved.  Supposing  them  proved  against  M» 
Andrus,  was  the  husband  liable  for  his  wife's  perjury  ^ 
fraud  ? — Clearly  not.  This  was  not  a  mere  bill  for  i* 
account.  The  case  made  and  relied  on  was  that  the  ^ 
fendant  had  himself  been  guilty  of  fraud,  but  there  wtf 
not  a  tittle  of  evidence  to  prove  what  was  the  equity* 
the  bill.  It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  bill  08^ 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 


(a)  3  M.  &  Or.  490. 

(b)  2  Drew.  383—6. 

(c)  2  Smith  L.  C.  375. 

(d)  9B.  &C.  161. 


(e)  1  Camp.  120. 
(/)  9  Mad.  Sff  (ca.  28). 
(g)  8  Con.  k  P.  524. 
(h)  2  Smith  L.  C.  408. 
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ic  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  evidence  of  Mr.  Lewis  establishes  against  the  delen- 
Jit  Edward  Coombes  the  allegation  of  the  bill^  as  to 
8  knowledge  of  the  condition  in  the  will  upon  which, 
J  his  wife's  marriage,  this  property  would  be  forfeited 
id  become  the  property  of  the  children  of  his  late  wife. 
There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  case  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
le  late  Mrs.  Coombes.  She  knew  well  that  by  her  mar- 
age  with  Coombes  the  whole  of  her  property  would 
ecome  forfeited  and  become  the  property  of  her  chil- 
ren.  Knowing  that,  she  made  it  a  condition  that  the 
larriage  should  be  kept  secret. 

The  defendant's  case  is,  that  he  was  wholly  unaware 
bat  the  condition  in  the  will  would  work  a  forfeiture  of  his 
rife's  interest  in  the  property,  and  he  has  endeavoured  to 
lake  out  a  case,  as  a  reason  for  concealment  being  desired 
y  his  wife,  that  ill-will  and  quarrelling  existed  between 
imself  and  some  of  her  children,  on  account  of  his 
•ttentions  to  their  mother.  When  a  defendant  charged 
nth  fraud  of  this  kind  positively  and  distinctly  denies  it, 
md  when  against  his  denial  there  is  evidence  which  the 
-^urt  is  bound  to  weigh,  the  greatest  caution  and  cir- 
'Wnspection  are  necessary  in  dealing  with  the  evidence  on 
^  sides.  But  T  have  had  the  satisfaction  in  this  case 
f  hearing  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Lewis,  upon  which  the 
••e  mainly  depends,  criticised  and  commented  upon  in 
i^ch  a  way  as  that  every  weakness  has  been  extracted 
^  it  Looking  at  in  the  most  favourable  point  of  view, 
'  seems  a  highly  improbable  thing  that  the  defendant 
<K)mbe8,  who  was  about  to  marry  this  lady,  and  who 
Miiits  that  he  was  aware  of  her  right  to  property  under 
^  will,  having  agreed  with  her  to  conceal  the  marriage, 
»uld  have  been  wholly  innocent  and  ignorant  of  all  know- 
dge  of  the  true  motive  for  this  concealment,  or  of  the 
^ture  of  his  wife's  title  to  the  property. 
H  the  case  were  one  to  which  the  doctrine  of  con- 
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etructive  notice  were  applicable,  it  would  be  fn 
nil  doubt  whatever,  becauee,  iadepeDdeotI;  of  the  e 
of  Mr.  Lewis,  there  are  other  circumstaaces  whicl 
bring  that  doctrine  into  operation.  But  conai 
notice  is  out  of  the  question.  There  must  be  e 
eufficiently  clear  and  distinct  to  satisfy  the  consc 
the  Court  upon  the  question  before  it  suffident  U 
the  Court  to  say  whether  the  husband  was  or  ^ 
aware  of  the  condition  which  attached  to  the  pro] 
his  wife.  The  defendant  says  he  was  not;  and 
evidence  tends  to  support  the  probabilityjof  his  igi 
The  law  recently  introduced,  which  permits  a 
give  testimony  for  himself,  has  made  the  defc 
deolaratioQ  on  this  subject  evidence;  but  the  i 
evidence  of  this  kind  must  be  subject  to  all  thou 
derations  which  arise  from  the  circumstances  of  tli 
est  and  situation  of  the  person  who  gives  evidenc 
own  favour.  Mr.  Lewis  is  a  pnufessional  nuui  ' 
bliahed  character.  He  had  been  consulted  b 
Coombes  and  by  the  defendant  Coombes  *'iiiiHJfj 
one  passage  trom  his  evidence  he  states  wlnfc 
between  them  with  reference  to  knowledge  on  1 
of  the  defendant  Coombes  Uiat  the  wife  would 
property  if  she  should  marry.  Mr.  Lewie  at 
adviseil  them  both  not  to  luorry."  Now,  advioaj 
kind  would  be  discussed,  and  the  reasons  &tfj 
sidered.  One  reason  for  tliat  advice  prohablj 
the  defendant  would  get  into  « '*  Iwnot'B  nest, 
agreeable  situation — being  at  ill-will  wiUl  Uw 
other  members  of  the  family.  Anotliv  r«NKm 
Mrs.  AndruB  would  line  tlu  wbole  of  iua  jirofe 
married.  Tha^iMMMmJyoh  oould  aot  e 
attention  of 
bable  that 
tlieee  rei 
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DiDg  BO.     He  proccede  to  say,  "  This  was  before  and        18S3. 
r  the  hearing  of  the  suit     I  had  same  converBations    Cdakltoh 
I  the  defendant  Coombes  upon  that  subject"    That     coombm 
ect  seems  to  have  been  the   suit.     This  question  is 

put — "  From  your  conversation  with  the  defendant 
mbes,  have  you  any  doubt  that  he  knew  that  if  she 
ried  without  consent  slic  would  lose  part  of  her 
Djc?"  Answer — "  I  think  he  knew  it,  but  I  cannot 
when  he  first  became  acquainted  with  it.  lie  must 
;  known  it  about  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the 
«;  whether  before  or  afler,  I  cannot  say."  It  Iios 
I  justly  remarked  upon  the  form  of  evidence  tlms 
n,  that  tlic  witness  says  he  "thinks"  he  knew  it, 
rder  to  make  out  tlie  best  evidence  which  would  be 
ler  evidence,  the  witness  ought  to  have  said  what  it 
that  the  defendant  Coombes  said  or  did  to  induce 

to  think  this,  because  without  that  it  was  a  mere 
ght  of  I^Ir.  Lewis,  and  that  is  not  properly  evidence. 

Mr.  Lewis  says,  "  T  cannot  say  when  he  2nt 
me  aci^uainted  with  it.  He  must  have  known  it 
it  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the  canae,"  Hg  fa 
king  of  oonversataons  in  the  year  18S6,  biz  or  wntta 
I  before  tlie  time  when  he  gave  bis  eTideaee.    Aai 

k  itatanant  so  nude  is  eridenee  apon  tbe  m^^ 
fenris  wan  consulted  with  rcfprenefl  to  Ae  e 
lu  of  tho  wife's  pmporty,  and  upon  the  fUkJMl^n^ 
,  «od  bdog  aaked  the  qucxtien,  "  Fnua  y«ar  iw- 
Uiou  with    iho  drrtinlntit  Coombes  htn  jm  mr 
:lie  chiuMi>f^dbSH»J«< 
"Sk  h«to?irft' 
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passa^jes  in  Mr.  Lewis's  evidence  which  all  point  to  tke 
same  result,  for  he  says  that,  as  early  as  in  November, 
1854,  "  I  saw  the  defendant  Coombes  with  his  undc 
John,  on  the  29th  of  that  month.  Shortly  before  or 
after  this  interview  I  searched  for  the  will  of  Thomw 
Alchin  in  Doctors'  Commons.  This  interview,  I  have  no 
doubt,^wa8  upon  the  subject  of  Mr.  Andrus's  afiairs  nnder 
that  will."  Then  he  says,  ^'  I  saw  the  defendant  Coombes 
again  in  October,  1855,  with  his  uncle,  regarding  Mr& 
Andrus's  interest  under  the  will.  I  am  certain  that, 
previous  to  this,  the  liability  of  any  husband  she  might 
marry  had  been  discussed."  Was  it  possible  that  aoj 
professional  man  could  have  all  this  discussion  about  Mn 
Andrus's  interest  under  the  will,  and  yet  keep  the  defen- 
dant Coombes  ignorant  of  the  condition  that  she  wodU 
lose  her  property  if  she  married  ?  I  cannot  come  to  iBf 
other  result  than  this — that  the  defendant  Coombes  vm 
not  ignorant,  as  he  represents  himself  to  have  been,  of 
the  effect  of  the  gift. 

The  result  is  that,  as  against  Mrs.  Andrus,  the  mtf- 
riage  was  clearly  a  forfeiture  of  the  property.  All  htf 
right  to  the  property  went,  and  her  use  and  enjoymeit 
of  the  property  after  the  date  of  the  marriage  wu  ^ 
use  and  enjoyment  of  property  which  she  knew  tobe^ 
property  of  other  people ;  and  of  this  I  cannot  belief 
that  her  husband  was  ignorant.  This  property  was  deitt 
with  by  the  Court,  Mrs.  Andrus  appearing  in  the  chtftc* 
ter  of  a  widow ;  and,  under  an  order  of  the  Court, » 
debt  which  the  defendant  Coombes  was  bound  to  pi/f 
has  been  discharged  out  of  property  which,  by  the  aecow 
marriage,  had  become  the  property  of  his  wife's  inft'^t 
children.  The  result  is,  that  I  must  consider  the  defeo 
dant  Coombes  as  subject  to  all  those  liabilities  whick 
affected  his  wife,  and  affected  himself  after  the  maniig^ 
The  property  must  be  accounted  for,  and  justice  on^ 
be  done  to  her  estate,  which  is  here  represented,  d^  ^J 
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JoombeSy  but  by  one  of  his  late  wife's  sons.  The  fraud 
n  the  Court  on  her  part  is  glaring,  and  the  order  of  the 
/onrt  which  directed  a  certain  application  of  the  money 
«8  ceased  to  have  any  operation.  But,  at  the  same  time, 
0  much  of  the  fund  as  has  been  expended  for  the  benefit 
f  the  children  must  be  set  oiF  against  what  is  due  from 
be  trust. 

I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  conduct  of  the  trustees. 
Iharges  of  fraud  have  been  made  by  the  bill  which  are 
site  unnecessary. 

[Mr.  Malins  was  heard  on  the  subject  of  costa.] 
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The  Vice-Chancellor: — I  think  justice  will  be  done 
f  giving  to  the  defendants  so  much  of  the  bill  as  refers 
►  the  improper  charges  (paragraphs  10  to  16).  The  order, 
lerefore,  will  be  that  the  taxing-master  tax  the  costs  of  so 
iuch  of  the  suit  as  is  occasioned  by  the  charges  from 
iragraphs  10  to  16,  and  set  them  off  against  the  costs 
lyable  to.  the  plaintiff;  tax  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff  of 
le  rest  of  the  suit,  and  let  the  defendant  Coombes  pay 
)  the  plaintiff  so  much  as  are  not  covered  by  the  set-off. 
We  must  be  an  inquiry  as  to  what  (if  anything)  has 
een  expended  in  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the 
Uldren;  also  an  account  of  what  would  have  become 
oe  in  respect  of  the  annuity  of  50/.  from  Mrs.  Andrus's 
Miriage  till  her  death;  and  the  amounts  would  be 
educted  from  the  sum  payable  by  the  defendant. 
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Dombes,  but  by  one  of  his  late  wife's  sons.  The  fraud 
the  Court  on  her  part  is  glaring,  and  the  order  of  the 
)urt  which  directed  a  certain  application  of  tlie  money 
8  ceased  to  have  any  operation.  But,  at  the  same  time, 
much  of  the  fund  as  has  been  expended  for  the  benefit 
the  children  must  be  set  off  against  what  is  due  from 
!  trusts 

am  not  satisfied  with  the  conduct  of  the  trustees, 
arges  of  fraud  have  been  made  by  the  bill  which  are 
te  unnecessary. 

Mr.  Malins  was  heard  on  the  subject  of  costs.] 

?he  Vice-Chancellor  : — I  think  justice  will  be 
e  by  giving  to  the  defendants  so  much  of  the  bill  as 
irs  to  the  improper  charges  (paragraphs  10  to  16). 
i  order,  therefore,  will  be  that  the  taxing-master  tax 
costs  of  so  much  of  the  suit  as  is  occasioned  by  the 
rges  from  paragraphs  10  to  16,  and  set  them  off  against 
costs  payable  to  the  plaintiff;  tax  the  costs  of  the 
ntiff  of  the  rest  of  the  suit,  and  let  the  defendant 
imbes  pay  to  the  plaintiff  so  much  as  are  not  covered 
the  set-off.  There  must  be  an  inquiry  as  to  what  (if 
thing)  has  been  expended  in  the  maintenance  and 
cation  of  the  children ;  also  an  account  of  what  would 
e  become  due  in  respect  of  the  annuity  of  50/.  from 
a.  Andrus's  marriage  till  her  death ;  and  the  amounts 
dd  be  deducted  from  the  sum  payable  by  the  de- 
dant. 
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juL^:  PELLY  V.  BASCOMBE. 

The  executor,  JoHN  S.  BASCOMBE,  the  testator,  by  his  will, 
named"L  dated  the  2nd  August,  1833,  gave  and  devised  as  follows: 
devisee  — c«  j  leave  to  my  beloved  wife  Harriet  Bascombe  all  and 

in  a  will,  not  ^  •' 

attested  so  as  everything  I  may  die  possessed  of  for  her  life,  and  at  her 

entered  into  *  death  to  be  divided  in  equal  portions  between  our  two 

Se^^estate  children  Harriet  and  Susannah  Marjory.     I  do  appoint 

expended  his  James  Bascombe  (my  own  brother)  and  John  Langfidd 

own  monies  in  .  \    >f  /  o 

improvements,  (my  wife's  own  brother)  as  executors  of  my  will,  and  trus- 
testate!  His  *®^^  ^^^  ^7  ^'^^  *^d  children."  The  will  was  insufr 
administratrix  ciently  attested  to  pass  real  estate,  being  attested  by  only 

to  herself  of  a   twO  witnesses. 

the  estate,  and  By  an  indenture  dated  the  27th  September,  1817,  the 
a^to  under  t^stator  demised  certain  lands  and  hereditaments,  called 
an  alleged        Affbuddle,  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee,  to  one  Thomtf 

arrangement  ^  . 

with  the  tes-     Tapp  for  a  term  of  1000  years,  to  secure  the  sum  odwL 

tator's  widow,  j  •    *  .  xt. 

that  her  hus-  ^^^  mterest  tnereon. 

estete^i^^di^-^  The  testator  died  on  the  8th  August,  1833,  leaving  hifl  two 

charge  of  a  daughters  Susannah  M.  Bascombe  and  Harriet  Baacombe 

the  testator,  his  co-heiresses  at  law.     Susannah  M.  Bascombe  died  is 

by  the  teste- *^  1834,  never  having  been  married.      The  other  eistcr, 

the  c^^heid  ^^"^^®^  Bascombe,  the  plaintiff,  in  1843,  being  under 

that  the  execu-  twenty-one,  married  the  plaintiff  John  Pelly.    Inune- 

account  for  diately  after  the  testator's  death  James  Bascombe,  onecf 

the  testato^r  ^^^  persons  named  as  executors  in  the  will,  entered  into 

death,  with  an  the  receipts  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  eetiie, 

allowance  for  .  .  .  • 

permanentim-  and  expended  a  considerable  amount  of  his  own  moDiei> 
^^N^^ney'v.  alleged  to  be  780/.,  in  erecting  a  dwelling-house,  fi^ 
^^2*^'^»  cottages,  a  malt-house,  stable,  barn,  &c.,  on  the  property. 
462 — 469,        He  also  kept  down  the  interest  on  the  mortgage.  Id 

February,  1858,  James  Bascombe  died  intestate. 
In  April,  1860,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  sole  surviviiig 

daughter    of  the    testator,    filed   a  bill    against  MtfJ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


391 


Bascombe  (the  widow  and  administratrix  of  James  Bas- 
combe)  and  James  Bascombe,  his  infant  heir  at  law, 
alle^ngthat  James  Bascombe  had  entered  into  possession 
of  the  devised  estates  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  her 
rister,  and  had  clothed  himself  with  a  fiduciary  character. 
The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
rents  and  profits,  of  the  amount  due  for  principal  and  in- 
terest on  the  mortgage,  and  also  for  an  account  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  hereditaments  &c.  received  by 
the  mi  James  Bascombe  or  Mary  Bascombe,  or  which 
but  for  their  wilful  default  they  might  have  received. 
The  bill  prayed  that  on  payment  of  what,  if  anything, 
should  be  found  due  in  respect  of  the  said  mortgage,  the 
8«id  Mary  Bascombe  might  be  decreed  to  reconvey  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  as  they  should  direct.  The  bill  further 
prayed  that  in  case  any  sum  should  be  found  due  from 
Ae  estate  of  the  said  James  Bascombe  deceased,  or  from 
the  sud  Mary  Bascombe,  that  the  said  Mary  Bascombe 
ought  be  decreed  to  pay  such  amount  to  the  plaintiffs. 
u  case  the  said  Mary  Bascombe  did  not  admit  assets, 
^  bill  prayed  that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken. 

Mary  Bascombe,  in  her  answer,  alleged  that  James 
Bascombe  entered  into  possession  of  the  lands  upon  au 
*rangement  with  the  widow  of  J.  S.  Bascombe  that  he 
ihmld  have  the  lands  in  satisfaction  of  a  large  balance 
which  was  due  to  him  &om  J.  S.  Bascombe. 

Thomas  Bascombe,  the  infant  heir  of  James  Bascombe, 
^  his  answer  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
'itions. 

The  original  plaintiff  Mary  Bascombe  died  after  the 
'Station  of  the  suit,  and  administration  to  her  and  her 
^lidNuid's  estate  was  taken  out  by  Henry  Richards, 
IpUnst  whom  the  suit  was  revived. 


1868. 
Pblly 

V. 

Bascombe. 
Statement, 


Ih.  Malms  and  Mr.  Sandys  for  the  plaintiffs.— The     Argument. 
'^ly  defence  made  to  this  suit  is  the  Statute  of  Limi- 

D  D  2 
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ldC3. 


Argument. 
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tationsy  but  it  is  clearly  anavuliDg  here,  inasmucli  u 
there  was  no  adverse  possession.  In  the  first  place,  the 
plaintiff  Mrs.  Pelly  was  under  disability  ever  since  her 
father's  death,  first  on  the  ground  of  infieuicy,  and  se- 
condly of  coverture.  Secondly,  there  was  no  adyeiae 
possession,  inasmuch  as  James  Bascombe  most  be  jNre- 
sumed  to  have  entered  into  possession  in  a  fiduciary  cha- 
racter, and  not  as  a  stranger.  He  was  the  person  named 
in  the  will  as  executor,  and  must  have  entered  for  the 
benefit  of  the  family,  or  he  could  have  had  no  right  ta 
enter  at  all.  He  kept  down  the  interest  on  the  mortgage, 
and  did  all  those  acts  which,  had  the  will  been  valid,  it 
would  have  been  his  duty  to  have  performed.  If  James 
Bascombe  entered  in  a  fiduciary  character,  the  posseaaon 
of  his  widow  and  administratrix  must  have  been  of  a  aimihr 
kind.  It  is  true  she  took  a  transfer  of  the  subsiating 
mortgage  to  herself,  and  had  in  that  way  acquired  the 
character  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession ;  and  it  is  aab- 
mitted  that  an  account  must  be  directed  against  her 
in  that  capacity;  but  during  no  period  was  the  poaaeaooa 
of  herself  or  her  husband  adverse  to  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

In  Thomas  v.  Thomas(a)y  a  father  had  entered  into 
possession  of  the  lands  of  his  infant  children,  and  Yice- 
Chancellor  Wood  held  that  he  must  be  presumed  to  have 
entered  as  their  guardian  and  biuliff*,  so  that  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  did  not  run  against  the  children  until  thef 
attained  twenty-one.  In  the  same  case  it  was  also  hdfl 
that,  if  the  possession  of  the  father  was  continued  aficr 
the  children  attained  twenty-one,  such  possession  wooU 
be  held  to  be  continued  in  the  same  character,  and  ik 
account  would  be  directed,  not  jBrom  the  filing  of  the  ^ 
but  from  the  entry.  Substitute  the  word  "unde^ii' 
**  father,"  and  the  present  case  was  on  all  fi)ur8  with  ^ 
case. 

(a)  2  £.  &  J.  79. 
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Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Joliffe  for  the  defendants,  Henry 
lichards  and  Thomas  Bascombe,  the  infant  heir. 

It  was  not  disputed  that  the  plaintiff  and  her  hus- 
•and  were  entitled  to  maintain  this  suit  in  respect 
i  that  moiety  which  descended  upon  the  female  plaintiff 
rom  her  father^  inasmuch  as  twenty  years  had  not 
lapsed  from  her  attaining  twenty-one  to  the  time  of  filing 
he  bill. 

fiat,  as  to  tliat  moiety  which  became  vested  in  Susan 
ilaijory  on  her  father's  deaths  it  was  submitted  that  the 
Jaintiff's  claim  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
Jusan  Marjory  died  in  1834,  and  therefore  the  saving 
)rovided  by  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  27,  s.  16,  began  to  run  at 
wr  death  and  expired  in  1844  (a) :  See  Sugdeji's  Vendors 
vnd  Purchasers{b). 

But,  in  fact,  the  statute  began  to  run  on  the  entry  of 
Fames  Bascombe  in  1833.  It  was  not  necessary  that  his 
K)88e8sion  should  have  been  adverse,  because  by  the 
tatute  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  27,  sees.  2  and  3,  the  doctrine 
>f  non-adverse  possession  is  done  away  with,  except  in 
i«8e8  provided  by  section  15(c),  and  the  time  would  run 


1868. 
Pbllt 

V. 

Bascombe. 
Artjvmtnt* 


(a)  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c  27,  b.  16. 

''Profided  always,  and  be  it 
Qrther  enacted,  that,  if  at  the 
iiQe  at  which  the  right  of  any 
"noQ  to  make  any  entry  or  dis- 
^^  or  bring  any  action  to  re- 
^ertny  land  or  rent  shall  have 
^  accrued  as  aforesaid,  such 
^viOD  shall  have  been  under  nny 
f  the  disabilities  hereinafter  men- 
•oned,  that  is  say,  to  infancy,  co- 
uture, idiotcy,  lunacy,  unsound- 
^  of  mind,  or  absence  beyond 
^  sets,  then  such  person,  or  the 
^i^ion  claiming  through  him, 
^7,  notwithstanding  the  period 
twenty  years  hereinbefore  li- 
fted shall  have  expired,   make 


an  entry  or  distress,  or  bring  an 
action  to  recover  such  land  or 
rent,  at  any  time  within  ten  years 
next,  after  the  time  at  which  the 
person  to  whom  such  right  shall 
have  first  accrued  as  aforesaid 
shall  have  ceased  to  be  under 
any  such  disability,  or  shall  have 
died,  which  shall  have  first  hap- 
pened." 

{b)  13  Ed.  p.  400,  c.  12,  s.  3, 
pi.  15  ;  14  ed.  p.  480,  c.  12,  s.  3, 
pi.  18. 

(c)  Cases  where  possession  not 
adverse  at  time  of  passing  the 
Act.  See  also  Scoit  v.  Nixon, 
3  D.  &  W.  388,  Sugdcn's  Real 
Property  Statutes,  p.  78. 
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1803. 
Pellt 

V, 

Bascombe. 
Argument. 


Judgment, 


from  the  entry^  whatever  might  be  the  nature  of  the 
session :  Nepean  v.  Knight(ja)y  and  SmitKs  Leading  C 
4th  ed.  433.  In  Thomas  y.  ThomaSy  the  person  ent 
was  the  father,  who  was  the  natural  guardian,  but 
James  Bascombe  could  not  be  guardian,  and  mui 
assumed  to  have  entered  for  his  own  benefit,  an< 
paying  interest  on  the  mortgage  made  no  differ 
Lastly,  James  Bascombe  was  only  a  constructive  tn 
and  therefore  was  not  deprived  of  the  benefit  o 
statute  of  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  27,  s,  25. 

In  any  case  the  account  could  only  be  directed 
the  filing  of  the  bill:  PuUeney  v.  Warren(J)), 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

One  effect  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  27,  is  i 
rially  to  alter  the  law  as  to  what  is  called  adverse  pc 
sion.  The  present  state  of  the  law  is  as  follows  :- 
fact  of  a  person  receiving  the  rents  of  a  property  i 
a  presumption  that  he  receives  them  in  the  characi 
owner ;  but  this  presumption  may  be  rebutted  in  i 
ways.  It  may  be  rebutted  by  express  evidence  t< 
contrary;  by  evidence  affecting  the  person  who 
entered  into  possession ;  or  by  evidence  of  the  moi 
which  he  has  dealt  with  the  rents.  In  Thomas  v. 
masy  as  I  understand  it,  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wood 
to  consider  the  case  of  a  father  who  had  entered  upc 
infant  son's  lands,  and  in  that  case  he  held  that  the  f 
had  entered  as  guardian,  though  he  there  expresse 
opinion  that  an  infant  could  not,  in  all  cases,  tr( 
stranger  as  a  bailiff  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  e 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

But  the  present  case,  where  the  person  who  ent 
was  the  uncle,  the  nearest  male  relative  of  the  in 
and  the  executor  named  in  her  father's  will,  and  wi 


(a)  2  M.  &  W.  894. 


(h)  6  Vea.  72-W. 
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>7ed  the  rents  in  keeping  down  the  interest  on 
gage,  the  case  can  hardly  be  considered  as  a  case 
try  by  a  stranger.  According  to  Littleton,  and 
)ke'8  Commentary,  Co.  Litt.  90  (a),  an  infant, 
er  attaining  twenty-one,  is  entitled  to  make  any 
who  has  entered  into  possession  account  to  him 
iff.  Where  possession  is  relied  upon  as  a  bar  it 
I  be  a  clear  and  absolute  possession,  with  nothing 
J.  Here  it  is  alleged  that  the  executor  entered 
session  under  an  arrangement — an  arrangement 
either  the  widow  or  the  testator's  children  had 
er  to  make.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  the 
-  did  not  enter  as  a  stranger,  but  in  such  a 
that  he  must  be  treated  as  being  in  possession  in 
ry  character.  He  did  nothing  during  his  lifetime 
the  character  of  his  possession^  As  his  widow, 
death,  paid  off  and  took  a  transfer  of  the  mort- 
&t  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  making  her  account 
'tgagee  in  possession,  and  not  like  her  husband, 
18  a  bailiff.     The  plaintiff's  right  to  redeem  has 


1863. 
Pelly 

V. 

Bascombb. 
Judgment. 


ion  124  of  Littleton's 
'omlin's  Edition,  p.  161 : 
3therman  (than  guar- 
is  not  the  next  friend 
the  lands  or  tenements 
as  guardian,  in  soccage, 
>  compelled  to  yield  an 
the  heir  as  well  as  if 
in  next  friend,  but  that 
for  him,  in  the  writ  of 
0  say  that  he  is  not  the 
i,  but  he  shall  answer 
le  occupieth  the  lands 
Qts,  a 3  guardian,  in  soc- 
ot.  But  qtutrCf  if  after 
hath  accomplished  the 
»nrteen  years,  and  the 
in  Boocage,  continually 


occupieth  the  lands  until  the  heir 
comes  of  full  age  {sail.)  of  twenty- 
one  years,  whether  the  heir,  at 
his  full  age,  shall  have  an  action 
of  account  against  the  guardian 
from  the  time  that  he  occupied 
after  the  said  fourteen  years  as 
guardian  in  soccage,  or  against 
him  as  against  his  bailiff.'* 

In  his  Commentary,  Sir  E. 
Coke  says,  ''This  qvare  came 
not  out  of  Littleton's  quiver,  for 
it  is  evident  that  after  the  age  of 
fourteen  years  he  shall  be  charged 
as  bailiff,  at  any  time  when  the 
heir  will,  either  before  his  age  of 
twenty-one  or  after. 
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Idas. 

Pelly 

V, 

Bascombb. 
Judgment. 


been  fully  established  as  against  Thomas  Basoombe,  ilie 
infant  heir. 

I  have  had  some  doubts  how  far  the  accounts  should  go 
back,  but  I  shall  follow  the  decree  in  Nanney  v.  15P3- 
liams(^a),  and  direct  accounts  from  the  death  of  Mn. 
Pelley's  father.  It  appears  that  the  executor  has  hud  out 
large  sums  in  buildings  and  other  improvementSj  there* 
fore  I  shall  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  what  he  expended 
in  his  lifetime  in  permanent  improvements  or  otherwise 
for  the  benefit  of  the  infant.  I  have  taken  the  fonn  of 
this  inquiry  from  Umbleby  v.  Kirk{li)y  where  the  expen- 
diture was  as  unauthorised  as  here.  I  shall  allow  Maiy 
Bascombe's  costs  to  be  added  to  the  mortgage-debt,  and 
not  give  any  costs  against  Thomas  Bascombe. 


May%. 

A  solicitor  who 
has  acted  for 
the  plaintiff  has 
a  lien  on  costs 
under  a  decree 
for  payment  of 
costs  to  his 
client,  after 
he  has  ceased 
to  be  solicitor 
in  the  cause, 
and  although 
he  had  taken 
his  client  in 
execution 
for  the  costs. 


O'BRIEN  V.  LEWIS. 

X  HE  plaintiff  in  this  suit  obtained  a  decree  with  costs, 
against  the  defendants  to  the  suit.  The  present  petitioners, 
Messrs.  Lewis  &  Son^  acted  as  his  solicitors  in  that  suit, 
but  had  subsequently  been  clianged.  The  petitioners  hii 
sued  the  plaintiff  for  their  costs,  and  obtained  judgment, 
upon  which  a  writ  of  ca.  sa,  had  been  issued,  on  whid 
the  plaintiff  had  been  taken  in  execution,  but  nothiog 
had  been  paid  for  costs.  The  former  solicitors  now  pw* 
sented  a  petition  claiming  a  lien  for  their  costs  on  tke 
costs  decreed  to  be  paid  in  the  suit. 


{a)  22  Beav.  452,  469. 


(&)  C.  P.  Cooper,  1837,  p. «. 
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^r.  Jessel  for  the  petitioners. 

Every  point  raised  by  the  respondents  on  this  petition 
1  been  considered  and  decided  in  Lloyd  y.  Mason{a). 
lat  case  decided  that  the  solicitor's  lien  was  not  affected 
an  execution  being  issued  against  the  client's  person, 
le  petition  became  necessary  from  the  notice  served 
the  plaintiff's  present  solicitor  not  to  pay  the  costs  to 
essrs.  Lewis  &  Son. 


1863. 
O'Brien 

V, 

Lewis. 
A  rgument. 


Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Cates  for  the  plaintiff. 
Pirst^  there  was  no  lien,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no 
inite  fund,  but  simply  a  decree  for  the  costs.  As 
ined  by  Baron  Parke,  "  The  lien  which  an  attorney 
said  to  have  on  a  judgment  (which  is,  perhaps,  an 
Drrect  expression)  is  a  claim  to  the  equitable  inter- 
ne of  the  Court  to  have  that  judgment  held  as  a  security 
his  debt:"  Barker  v.  St  Quentin{b), 
n  Lhyd  v.  Mansel{c)y  the  Court  refused  to  direct 
amount  awarded  for  debt  and  costs  to  be  paid  to 
solicitor. 

n  Lloyd  v.  Mason,  it  was  an  attachment  and  not  a 
^ent|  and  this  Court  has  always  taken  a  distinction 
ween  the  two. 

Davis  V.  Bush{d)f  Jauralde  v.  Parker {e),  were  also 
d.] 

;ee  also  Roberts  v.  Ball(f),  and  1  &  2  Vic.  c.  110, 
6.] 

In  Brooksbank  appeared  for  the  defendants  in  the 
;,  who  were  in  the  position  of  stakeholders  who  had 
jived  notices  from  both  sides  not  to  part  with  the 
1.  They  claimed  their  costs.  It  was  arranged  that 
should  be  deducted  for  their  costs. 


)  4  Hare,  132 ;  Ibid.  138. 
)  12  M.  &  W.  441,  4:)1. 
I  23  L.  J.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  110. 


(d)  1  Young'8  Ex.  358. 

(e)  30  L.  J.  N.  S.  Ex.  237. 
(/)  3  Sraa.  &  G.  168. 
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^^863^       The  Vice-chancellor  :— 

*'*'*  A  solicitor's  lien  is  a  right  which  is  founded  on  the 

t  ^"wis.       rules  of  this  Court  and  on  the  principles  of  common  senac 

Judgment,         The  argument  that  by  taking  the  plaintiff's  body  in 

execution^  the  solicitors  have  abandoned  their  right  and 

lost  or  destroyed  the  lien  on  the  fund  cannot  prevail  in 

this  Court. 

That  doctrine,  even  if  it  prevailed'  at  law,  has  neyer 
been  adopted  by  this  Court.  The  solicitors  in  this  case 
seem  to  have  done  nothing  to  deprive  themselves  of  the 
lien  on  the  fund  which  they  by  their  diligence  have 
recovered. 

The  order  must  be  that,  afler  deducting  102.  for  coflts 
of  the  defendants  to  the  suit,  they  the  defendants,  MessA 
Lewis  &  Lewis,  pay  the  balance  of  the  fund  to  tie 
petitioners. 

It  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be 
ordered  to  pay  costs. 


May  28.^  ELSEY  V.  ADAMS. 

An  ex  parte  IVlR.  MALINS  imA,  Mr.  Herbert  Smith  moved  to  fr 

o^ttdned  on  an  ^^^^^  ^^  injunction  which  had  been  previously  obtainel 

affidavit,  of  ^-j.  parte  on  motion,  without  an  office  copy  of  the  affidavit 

which  no  office         ^  '^•' 


copy  was  in  The  fact  that  no  office  copy  had  been  in  Court  at 
time  of  making  time  of  the  application  was  proved,  and  indeed  could  not 
diMdve^d^th  ^^  denied.  In  Jackson  v.  Cassidy{a)  the  rule  was  W 
costs.  down,  and  was  also  accurately  stated  in  Daniel's  Prac- 

tice, 2nd  ed.  p.  1442. 

(a)  10  Sim.  326. 
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let/" General  V.  Letois{a)  was  also  cited. 


M9 


1863. 
Elsbt 

I  and  Mr.  Hardy  appeared  for  the  defendant.       ada'ms. 


HANCELLOB : — 

seem  a  small  matter,  but  it  has  always  been 
of  the  Court  to  require  strict  conformity 
\  in  the  matter  of  Special  Injunctions.  As 
office  copy  of  the  affidavit  in  court  when  the 
kS  moved  for,  it  must  be  dissolved  with  costs. 


Judgment. 


URNER  V.  BURKINSHAW. 

the  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  against  the  defendant, 
in  1842  the  defendant  was  appointed  agent 
of  certain  real  estates  of  considerable  value, 
ged  that  the  defendant  was  accustomed  to 
I  plaintiff  periodical  accounts,  in  the  follow- 
^  An  account  of  rents  and  receipts  received 
rkinshaw,  belonging  to  the  Rev.  Charles 
be  expenditure  was  classed  under  the  head 
jments."  The  bill  referred  specifically  to 
3  accounts. 

Ueged,  that  on  one  particular  occasion  the 

)duc9d  a  private  book  or  ledger  which  he 

to  verify  the  account  which  had  then  been 

at  on  that  occasion  the  plaintiff's  agent, 

(a)  8  Beav.  179. 


Jun$2d. 

The  defendant, 
in  a  suit  insti- 
tuted against 
him  as  agent 
for  an  account, 
moved  that  cer- 
tain accounts 
alleged  in  the 
bill  to  contain 
false  entries 
might  be 
produced,  on 
an  affidaWt, 
that  the 
vouchers  were 
lost,  and  that 
he  could  not 
otherwise  put 
in  a  sufficient 
answer. — 
The  motion 
was  refused 
with  costs. 

Taylor  v. 
JSnningy 
4  Beav.  235, 
canaidered. 


400 

1863. 
Turner 

V. 

BURKIN- 

8HAW. 

Statement, 
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employed  by  him  to  examine  such  account^  ascertained 
that  the  defendant  had  made  a  false  entry  of  70/.  in  order 
to  commit  a  fraud.  The  plaintiff's  agent  onthatoccaaon 
requested  the  defendant  to  leave  the  ledger,  in  order  to 
examine  it,  which  the  defendant  refused  to  do,  on  the 
ground  that  it  contained  the  accounts  of  other  persons. 

In  1861  the  plaintiff  ceased  to  employ  the  defendant, 
and  shortly  afterwards  filed  this  bill.  The  ^interrqgi- 
tories  called  on  the  defendant  to  specify  precisely  the 
nature,  form,  heading,  and  every  particular  of  the  a^ 
counts  which  the  defendant  had  rendered  to  the  plaintX 


I 


Argument, 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  W,  Forster^  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, now  moved  for  the  production  of  these  accoontii 
which  the  plaintiff  admitted  were  in  his  possession.  The 
defendant  had  not  the  means  of  answering  the  bill  witih 
out  the  production  of  these  accounts.  His  affidavit  wtf 
as  follows : — 

"  I  have  no  copy,  or  duplicate,  or  draft  of  any  of  tie 
accounts  so  rendered,  nor  of  the  entries  contained  in  tie 
said  bankers'  pass-books  and  cheque-books.  Very  maoj 
of  the  vouchers,  and  all  memoranda  from  which  suck 
accounts  were  so  prepared,  have  been  mislaid,  lost,  or 
destroyed ;  and  without  having  access  to  the  plaintiff'i 
bankers'  pass-books  and  cheque-books,  and  to  the  genenl 
accounts  so  rendered  by  me  to  the  plaintiff  aforesaid,  anl 
now  in  his  possession,  I  am  wholly  unable  to  defeat 
myself  in  this  suit,  and  to  put  in  a  sufficient  answer.  .•• 
I  am  desirous  of  giving  the  plaintiff  the  fullest  and  most 
complete  discovery  of  all  the  matters  referred  to  in  tkc 
said  bill,  but  it  will  be  impossible  for  me  to  answer  tli6 
interrogatories  filed  in  this  suit,  or  to  give  any  satisfic" 
lory  information  or  explanation  of  the  plaintiff's  afiiff* 
without  seeing  the  said  accounts  and  the  said  banken 
pass  and  cheque-books." 

The  Court  would  not  require  from  a  man  what  he  m 
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ot  the  power  of  performing^  neither  would  it  lay  a  trap 
3  induce  a  man  to  commit  perjury. 

In  The  Princess  of  Wales  v.  The  Earl  of  Liverpool{a)y 
rhere  the  bill  stated  two  promissory  notes^  on  an  affidavit 
J  the  defendant's  executor  that  he  had  inspected  the 
bt  note,  and  he  believed  in  order  that  his  answer  might 
ally  meet  the  case,  that  he  ought  before  answering  to 
Ave  an  inspection  of  the  second  note,  it  was  ordered  that 
be  defendant  should  not  be  compelled  to  answer  till  a 
)rtnight  after  the  production  of  the  second  note. 

In  Taylor  v.  Heming  (J),  though  Lord  Langdale 
bought  he  could  not  order  the  inspection,  he  approved 
f  the  decision  of  the  Princess  of  Wales  v.  Lord  Liver^ 
ool,  and  thought  the  proper  course  was  to  extend  the 
ime  for  answering  till  the  plaintiff  had  produced  the 
ocuments. 

[Jones  V.  Lewis  (c),  Halliday  v.  Temple  (rf).  Bate  v. 
Jafe(e),  were  also  cited,] 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Fielding  Nalder,  for  the  plaintiff, 
^  not  called  on. 

ie  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

This  motion  cannot  be  granted,  because  the  case  is 
itirely  within  the  mischief  pointed  out  in  the  case  of 
^oJUdag  v.  Temple.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  accuses 
^  defendant,  who  had  been  his  confidential  agent,  of 
^vmg  delivered  accounts,  in  which  he  knew  that  there 
Bre  not  only  mistakes  but  insertions  of  a  fraudulent 
luracter.  The  defendant  says  that  these  documents  are 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  bill  mentions  a 
Knunent  which  is  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant, 
id  which  will  show  that  he  committed  a  fraud.  That 
Kmment  is  mentioned  in   the  29th  paragraph  of  the 


[«)  1  Swanst.  114. 
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bill.  The  plaintiff  says  that  tlie  ledger  was  proc 
and  the  result  was  that  a  false  entry  was  discos 
and  that  the  defendant  wilfully  end^voured  to  oon 
firaud.  The  plaintiff  wished  to  hate  that  ledge 
with  him  for  examination^  but  the  defendant  refill 
leave  it.  The  defendant  is  the  person  who,  \ 
refused  to  leave  that  document  in  the  plaintiff's  f 
sion,  now  asks  that  he  may  not  be  called  upon  to  a 
the  bill  until  the  plaintiff  produces  the  aooounts 
the  plaintiff  says  are  false.  Why  does  the  defc 
want  this  production  ?  He  says,  in  order  that  h 
put  in  a  full  and  complete  answer.  But,  in  tro 
wants  them  in  order  that  he  may  shape  his  d< 
from  the  information  which  he  may  obtain  from 
The  motion  must  be  refused  with  costs.  I  was  ] 
surprised  at  the  language  attributed  to  Lord  Lai 
in  Taylor  v.  Heminffy  which  I  think  cannot  be  tal 
the  law  of  this  Court  The  law  of  the  Court  is  as  i 
by  Lord  Langdale  in  Bate  v.  Bate,  and  probably  y 
intended  to  have  been  stated  by  him  in  Ttyl 
Heminff. 


Note. — The  order  in  Jones  v, 
Lewis,  was  afterwards  discharged 
by  Lord  Eldon,  4  Sim.  324.  A 
Nxnilar  application  was  also  made 


before  the  Vice-Chanoell 
England,  July  12,  1833. 
refused  by  him :  Milligt 
Mitchell,  6  Sim.  186. 
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ELL  t;,  THE  LONDON,  CHATHAM,  AND       vISJL 
DOVER  RAILWAY  COMPANY.  j^i^  le. 

defendants,  the   London,  Chatham,   and  Dover  Motion  by  a 
J  Company,  moved  to  restrain  two  co-defendants  ^l^l^  decree 
rosecutlng  an  action  which  they  had  commenced  ^^  re»tram  a 

°  ^  ''  ^  CO' defendant 

the  company,  or  in  the  alternative  that  all  pro-  from  prose- 

•    i«4.  1.       X        J  cuting  an 

;8  might  be  stayed.  action,  op  to 

n  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  the  18th  May,  "e^din^^iiS' 
and  made  between  the   defendant,   John   Scott  the  suit  on  an 

TT»  affidavit  that 

,   of   the  first  part;    the   defendant,    Hamette  the  relief 
Jussell,  of  the  second  part;  and  the  defendants,  ^n^andbythe 
t  Wynne  and  Francis  Fuller,  of  the  third  part ;  ?j*^^^JJ^ 
ieclared  that  a  8un\  of  3000Z.  should  be  held  by  Refused  with 

-w-«  costs 

nne  and  F.  Fuller  upon  certain  trusts  for  the 
of  Mr.  John  Scott  Russell  and  Harriette  his 
uring  their  joint  lives,  and  after  the  decease  of 
vivor  upon  such  trusts  for  the  child  or  children  of 
rriage  as  they  should  jointly  appoint,  and  in  de- 
*  appointment  in  trust  for  all  the  children  in  equal 

er  a  power  in  the  settlement  the  3000/.  was  laid 
)n  the  security  of  a  second  mortgage  of  a  piece  of 
the  parishes  of  Bcckenham  and  Lewisham,  with 
ing-house  and  buildings  thereon,  and  by  another 
ent  dated  the  3rd  February,  1855,  and  made 
n  the  same  parties,  the  same  land,  dwelling-house, 
lildings  were  settled  by  Mr.  John  Scott  Russell 
•usta  similar  to  those  declared  by  the  indenture  of 
concerning  the  sum  of  3000/.  The  settlement 
led  a  power  for  the  trustees  with  the  consent  of 
luBsell  during  her  life  notwithstanding  cover'' 
nd  after  her  decease  with  the  consent  of  Mr. 
I  during  his  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  suiv 
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vivor  at  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  or  trustee,  to  sell 
the  premises. 

The  railway  was  to  pass  under  the  settled  property 
through  a  tunnel,  and,  prior  to  the  construction  of  that 
part  of  the  line,  by  an  indenture  dated  20th  December, 
1861,  between  the  mortgagor,  the  trustees,  and  Ur. 
and  Mrs.  Russell,  the  company  were  to  pay  for  the 
rights  of  way,  privileges,  easements,  land,  heredita- 
ments, and  premises  required  by  them,  viz.,  2500/.  to 
the  mortgagor,  1200/.  to  the  trustees,  and  under  a 
further  agreement  300/.  was  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Scott 
Kussell  as  compensation  for  permanent  loss  and  in- 
convenience which  he  might  sustain  from  the  works. 
The  conveyance  was  dated  the  10th  December,  1861. 
In  the  course  of  the  construction  of  the  works  con- 
siderable damage  was  done  to  the  house  and  buildings  in 
consequence  of  a  subsidence  of  the  earth ;  and  this  bill 
was  accordingly  filed  by  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Ha 
Russell,  of  whom  some  were  infimts,  against  the  com- 
pany, their  parents  and  the  trustees  being  also  defendintB, 
alleging  that  the  compensation  proposed,  viz.  37001} 
was  inadequate  to  make  good  the  damage,  and  praying 
that  proper  means  might  be  taken  for  ascertiuning  the 
value  of  the  property,  and  the  amount  of  compensatioBi 
And  secondly,  that  the  trustees  and  the  company,  not- 
standing  the  agreement  of  the  20th  May,  1861,  and  tke 
conveyance  of  the  20th  December,  1861,  might  be  de- 
creed to  take  such  steps  as  might  be  necessary  to  a8ce^ 
tain  the  proper  amount  of  the  purchase-money  tnd 
compensation,  and  that  the  company  might  be  decreed  to 
pay  such  amount  when  ascertained ;  and  that  in  Ae 
meantime  the  company  might  be  restrained  from  con- 
tinuing in  possession  of  the  said  hereditaments,  &c,  tw 
from  continuing  the  construction  of  the  said  tunnel  w 
the  said  railway  works. 

Subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  bill  the  tnisteefl  of 
the  settlement  brought  an  action  against  the  company  ftf 
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amage  done  to  the  property.     The  suit  had  not  yet 
on  to  be  heard. 

'.  MalinSy  Mr.  Cotton^  and  Mr.  Meadows  White ^  for 

lotion. 

vras  clear  that  the  object  of  the  action  and  the  suit 

identical,  or,  at  all  events  that  snit  included  every- 

which  could  be  effected  in  the  action.  Under  these 
nstances,  it  would  be  oppressive  to  allow  the  com- 
,  who  were  the  real  defendants  in  both  proceedings, 
harassed  by  a  double  litigation, 
the  case  of  Edgecumbe  v.  Carpenter  (a),  the  Master 
i  Rolls,  on  the  ground  that  the  same  solicitor  was  act- 
r  the  plaintiffs  in  both  the  suit  and  the  action,  stayed 
3tion.     That  was  really  almost  what  existed  here. 

Wedderbum  v.  Wedderburn  {J),  at  the  instance  of 
endant  the  Court  restrained  the  plaintiff  from  pro- 
Dg  in  another  court  in  respect  of  the  same  matter ; 
vae,  however,  after  decree.  It  was  submitted,  there- 
Uiat  the  Court  would  stay  the  action. 

Vice-Chancellob  : — 

lere  are  objections  to  this  motion  which  upon  princi- 
re  insurmountable  to  a  motion  for  an  injunction  made 
le  defendant  against  another  defendant  to  restrain 
co-defendant  from  proceeding  in  an  action  at  law 
e  the  application  is  made  before  decree.  After  a 
te  all  parties  are  actors,  and  the  Court  proceeds  on 
scertained  view  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
before  decree,  and  upon  an  interlocutory  applica- 
by  a  defendant,  I  have  never  heard  of  the  writ 
junction  being  issued.  In  Mitford  on  Pleading  (c), 
id.  p.  55f  the  rule  on  this  point  is  stated  in  a  note 
ring  to  the  case  of  Savory  v.  Dyer  {d)i   "It  is  a 
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general  rule  that  the  writ  of  injunction  will  not  be 
granted  unless  prayed  for  by  a  bill  which  is  already 
ThkLokdon,  filed."  But  the  note  has  this  qualification  — "or 
Chatham,  u^der  special  circumstances,  which  (the  bill)  the  party 
applying  undertakes  to  file  forthwith.**  That  exception 
is  founded  on  the  decision  in  STNamara  y.  ArihvT{(i)\ 
but  in  the  case  of  WNamara  v.  Arthur  the  injunction 
was  applied  for  against  the  plaintiff  on  a  representation 
that  a  cross  bill  would  immediately  be  filed.  There  k 
no  authority  for  granting  a  writ  of  injunction  on  the  ap- 
plication of  one  defendant  against  another,  on  an  interlo- 
cutory proceeding  before  the  cause  is  brought  to  a  hearing 
and  the  decree  is  made. 

Lord  Eldon,  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Atkyns  (4),  say^ 
'^  Generally,  if  the  bill  does  not  pray  an  injuncdon,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  move  for  an  injunction  under  the  prayer 
for  general  relief;  but  if  after  a  decree  for  an  aocoont 
under  a  bill  for  foreclosure  the  mortgagor  attempted  to 
cut  timber,  the  Court  would  enjoin  him,  though  there  f«» 
no  prayer  for  that."  Of  course  there  could  be  no  prayer 
where  one  defendant  was  applying  against  another  under 
the  circumstances  referred  to  by  Lord  Eldon. 

I  should  not  have   thought   it  necessary  to  refer  to 
these   authorities    but    for  the   arguments  which  bai« 
been  urged  at  the  bar.     The  plaintiffs  are  persons,  florae 
of  them  infants,  filing  a  bill  in  this  court  against  their 
own  trustees,  who  have  entered  into  an  agreement  for 
the  sale  of  their  land  to  the  defendants,  a  r^lway  com- 
pany.    The  plaintiffs  complain  that  that  agreement  va» 
made  wholly  ultra  vireSy  and  was  improper  ;  and  theya* 
the  Court  to  direct  that,  if  the  land  is  to  be  sold,  it  maj 
be  sold  in  a  proper  way,  and  that,  if  compensation  is  ^^ 
be  made,  it  may  be  made  in  a  proper  way.    The  wn 
further  complains  that  after  this  agreement  by  the  dcfen- 


(a)  2  Ball  k  B.  349. 
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its  the  tmsteesy  to  sell  the  plaintiff's  land,  their  co-de- 
lants  the  railway  company,  against  whom  the  plaintiffs 
^complain,  have  under  that  agreement  been  proceeding  ^^^  London 
such  a  way  as  to  inflict  certain  special  injury  on  tlie 
perty,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  are  interested,  by  the 
iroper  construction  of  the  works,  so  as  to  do  damage  of 
ery  serious  kind.  It  is  plain  that,  whatever  remedy 
plaintiffs  may  be  entitled  to  in  respect  of  an  injury  of 
t  kind,  it  is  a  separate  consideration,  and  apart  from 
general  question  raised  by  the  bill,  in  which  they 
iplain  that  the  trustees  have  made  an  improper  agree- 
It  for  the  sale  of  their  land. 

lie  first  thing  which  the  motion  asks  is  an  injunction 
)revent  the  action  at  law  from  going  on,  but  the  alter- 
ve  is,  that  this  action  should  go  on  and  that  the  suit 
lid  stop.  Looking  at  the  nature  of  the  action,  it  cer- 
ly  seems  to  be  one  in  which  damages  may  be  recovered 
bhe  special  injury  done  by  the  improper  construction  of 
works  which  are  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  bill ;  and 
Ai  see  no  reason  why  an  action  of  this  kind  may  not 
1  perfect  convenience  proceed,  inasmuch  as  the  plain- 
are  complaining  against  both  parties,  the  trustees  and 
nulway  company. 

lie  motion  must  be  refused  with  costs,  but  without 
udice  to  any  case  that  may  be  made  by  a  bill  for  an 
Dction. 


E  E  2 


408 


CASES  IN  CHAKCERT. 


1809. 


July  16,  17. 
18,  &  -20. 

A  surety 
is  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of 
tlie  securities 
in  tlie  hands 
of  the  creditor. 
Therefore, 
where  a 
creditor,whose 
debt  was 
secured  by  the 
bond  of  the 
debtor  and  his 
surety  as  well 
as  by  a  mort- 
gage of  the 
equitable  life 
interest  of  the 
debtor  and  his 
wife  in  certain 
real  estate  and 
policies  of 
assurance, 
aiwigrned  his 
debt,  without 
notice  by 
himself  or  the 
assignee,  to  the 
trustees  of  the 
settlement, 
who  sold  under 
a  power — 
Heldy  that  the 
surety  was 
discharged 
to  the 

amount  of  the 
security  lost. 
Where  ac- 
quiescence is 
relied  on,  it 
must  be  shown 
that  the  person 
acquiescing 
was  aware  of 
the  thing  in 
which  he  ac- 
quiesced, and 
of  the  effect  of 
such  acquies- 
ence. 

Wheaileyy, 
BastoWf  7  De 
G.  M.  k,  6. 
2«1  ^271, 
<;onsidered. 


STRANGE  V.  FOOKS. 

X  HIS  bill  was  filed  by  Susannah  Strange,  the  admimstn- 
trix  of  Simon  Strange,  and  it  prayed  for  a  declaration  tint 
the  estate  of  Simon  Strange  was  not  liable  in  respect 
of  a  bond  executed  by  him  and  for  an  injuction.  On 
the  occasion  of  the  marriage  of  the  defendants  Janei 
Strange  and  Sarah  Young  in  the  year  1839,  by  a  settle- 
ment of  that  date,  certain  freehold  hereditaments  belonging 
to  the  intended  wife,  being  a  moiety  of  an  estate  caBed 
Kidouts,  at  Holwell,  Somerset,  were  conveyed  to  Willian 
Caines  and  Isaac  Clifford  and  their  heirs  on  trust  to  piy 
the  rents  and  profits  to  the  wife  during  the  joint  lives  rf 
husband  and  wife  to  her  separate  use,  then  to  the  surviTor 
of  the  husband  and  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  nptv 
certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage. 

On  the  19th  January,  1852,  James  Strange  thehusbiiii 
as  principal,  and  his  brother  Simon  Strange  as  soret^f 
entered  into  a  bond  with  the  defendant  Thomas  Foob) 
in  the  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  conditioned  to  be  void  on  payment 
by  James  Strange  and  Simon  Strange,  or  either  of  theOi 
their  or  either  of  their  executors  or  administrators)  ^ 
Thomas  Fooks  of  the  sum  of  1000/.  with  interest  at  5  pff 
cent,  on  the  1 9th  July  then  next,  which  sum  was  as  w* 
recited  in  the  bond,  the  principal  sum  and  interest  wlW 
was  secured  to  the  said  Thomas  Fooks  in  and  by  a  certo* 
indenture  of  mortgajre. 

On  the  same  day  by  a  deed,  recited  as  a  deed  of  e?eB 
date  made  between  James  Strange  and  Sarah  his  wife* 
the  one  part,  and  the  said  Thomas  Fooks  of  the  other 
part,  the  life  estates  in  the  hereditaments  which  were  th« 
subject  of  the  settlement,  together  with  two  poUciee  rf 
assurance  lor  600/.  each,  which  had  been  about  a  montk 
efore  effected  on  the  life  of  James  Strange  and  on  tW 
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ifl  wife  respectively,  were  conveyed  and  assigned  to 
mas  Fooks,  upon  trust,  if  default  should  be  made  in 
payment  of  the  1000/.  and  interest  on  the  19th  July, 
2,  of  his  own  authority,  and  without   any  further 
«nt  or  concurrence  of  James  Strange  and  his  wife, 
ell  the  premises,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  repay  himself 
principal  money  and  interest.     James  Strange  in  a 
inct  covenant  covenanted  to  pay  the  same. 
Smon  Strange  died  in  August,  1855,  intestate,  leaving 
pluntiff  Susannah  Strange  his  widow,  who  obtained 
en  of  administration  of  his  estate. 
)y  an  indenture  dated  the  19th  October,  1855,  Tho- 
i  Fooks  by  deed  assigned  to   the   defendant  John 
le  the  debt  of  1000/.  and  interest,  together  with  the 
lefit  of  all  securities  for  the  same, 
rhe  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  1835,  under   the 
rer  in  the  settlement,  had  sold  the  moiety  of  the  set- 
i  property,  and  distributed  the  proceeds  amongst  the 
ties  interested  under  the  trusts  of  the   settlement. 
ej  had  received  neither  from  the  mortgagee  Fooks,  nor 
m  his  assignee  Mr.  Slade,  a  solicitor  of  Yeovil,  who 
th  Mr.  Yining  had   been   Simon   Strange's   solicitor, 
brmation  of  the  existence  of  the  bond,  or  of  the  deed 
even  date. 

Oa  the  4th  November,  1861,  Hole,  in  T.  Fooks's 
me,  commenced  an  action  on  the  bond  against  the 
lintiff;  and  in  the  following  December  this  bill  was 
xl  to  restrain  the  action.  The  plaintiff,  in  January 
t,  undertaking  to  give  judgment  in  the  action,  as 
ttiinistratrix,  to  be  dealt  with  as  the  Court  should  direct, 
s  motion  for  an  injunction  was  ordered  to  stand  over  to 
>  hearing  of  the  cause. 

rhe  plaintiff  charged  that  if  the  1000/.  secured  by  the 
id  was  not  paid  in  July,  1852,  when  it  became  due, 
omas  Fooks  was  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  not 
lifting  the  money  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
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settled  estate,  which  were  sufficient,  to  satisfy  the  daim, 
or  if  necessary  by  sale ;  that  upon  the  assignment  to 
Hole  it  became  his  duty  to  enforce  the  payment,  and  tbat 
their  neglect,  or  the  neglect  of  one  of  them,  to  carrj  into 
execution  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  January,  1852,  had  b 
equity  discharged  the  estate  of  Simon  Strange  from  ill 
liability  in  respect  thereof. 

The  bill  further  alleged  that  the  defendant  Hole  hi 
notice  of  the  death  of  Simon  Strange,  but  that  n^tker 
he  nor  Fooks  gave  any  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  the  ad- 
ministratrix, of  the  existence  of  the  bond ;  and  she  wiiy 
consequently,  unable  to  realise  the  security.  The billfw- 
ther  charged,  that  by  the  neglect  of  the  defendant  to  gifs 
notice  of  the  bond  and  of  the  assignment  to  the  trustMl 
of  the  settlement  of  1835  the  plaintiff  had  become  de» 
prived  of  the  benefit  of  the  indemnity  to  her  hosbaaA 
estate,  and  that  thereby  the  security  had  become  lost 

The  bill  was  amended,  and  further  cliarged  that  As 
defendant  Hole  in  1855  had  constructive  notice  thioogli 
Mr.  Slade,  their  common  solicitor,  of  the  breach  of 
trust  which  had  been  already  committed  by  Fooks  in  boI 
realising  the  security. 

The  bill  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the  plaintif  ib' 
the  estate  of  her  late  husband  were  discharged  from  fi 
liability  to  the  defendants  under  the  bond. 

The  defendants  in  their  answer  denied  that  they  weR 
under  any  obligation  to  give  such  notice  to  the  tntftaci 
charged  in  the  btll. 

Argument,         Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Cracknally  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  rule  of  this  Court,  established  by  a  long  series « 
authorities  was,  that  where  a  creditor,  either  by  dfli< 
what  he  ought  not  to  do  or  omitting  what  he  was  bouw 
to  do,  damages  or  destroys  a  security  on  which  the  fiowtf 
was  entitled  to  rely,  the  creditor  lost  his  remedy  agaW 
the  surety.     In  the  case  of  Watson  v.  Alcock  (a),  it  wii 

(a)  1  S.  &  6.  319. 
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lat  the  omission  by  the  creditor  to  file  a  warrant 
irney  discharged  the  surety.  In  that  case  his 
r  said,  "  it  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  for 
ihip,  that  the  surety  should  have  the  benefit  of  the 
t  of  attorney."  That  case  came  before  the  Lords 
»  on  appeal,  and  they  afiSrmed  his  Honour's 
Q(a). 

%raton  v.  RcLstall(b\  it  was  held  that  where  an 
J  bond  granted  by  two  became  void  by  the  neglect 
grantee,  in  not  registering  a  memorial  under  the 
,  he  cannot  receive  back  any  part  of  the  considera- 
^ney  from  the  one  known  to  be  the  only  surety  who 
seived  no  part  of  it,  though  both  joined  in  a  re- 
On  an  argument  on  an  equitable  plea,  in  WaWt  v. 
wofrth{c)y  it  was  laid  down  that  in  equity,  on  a 
t  of  suretyship,  if  the  person  guaranteed  does 
;  injurious  to  the  surety,  or  inconsistent  with  his 
or  if  he  omits  to  do  any  act  which  his  duty 
him  to  do,  and  the  omission  proves  injurious  to 
Bty,  the  surety  will  be  discharged.  This  doctrine 
irmed  on  appeal  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (rf). 
elymButleri^e)  the  marginal  note  was  in  these  terms: 
by  the  neglect  of  the  creditor  the  benefit  of  some 
securities  for  the  debt  is  lost,  the  surety  is  pro 
ischarged."  A  surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
securities  taken  by  the  creditor,  whether  he  has 
of  them  or  not:  Pearl  y.  Deacon {/).  See  also 
The  East  India  Company  {g). 

Greene  and  Mr.  Lococh  Webby  for  the  defendants, 
assignments  of  1852  and  1854  were  perfect  and 
tie,    and   required  nothing  further   to   be   done: 
r.  Hughes  (A) :  and  if  the  assignments  were  com- 
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pleted^  no  notice  was  necessary,  and  the  rights  of  tk 
creditor  were  not  affected  by  the  omission  to  give  notice. 
In  Wheaily  y.  Bastow{d)y  it  was  held  that  the  omissioii 
to  obtain  a  stop  order,  an  equitable  assignment  of  the 
debt  having  been  made,  did  not  discharge  the  surely, 
neither  would  delay  by  the  creditor  in  suing  for  tbe  debt 
discharge  the  surety.  [Eyre  v.  Everett  (ft),  Gurdofn  t. 
Calvert  {c)y  were  also  cited.     See  Ex  parte  Mure{d).] 

Mr.  C  Hall  appeared  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Strange. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

It  is  perfectly  established  in  this  Court  that,  if  througk 
any  neglect  on  the  part  of  a  creditor  a  security  to  tie 
benefit  of  which  a  surety  is  entitled  is  lost,  or  is  not  pio- 
perly  perfected,  the  surety  is  discharged. 

The  first  transaction  here  relied  on  is  that  by  means  of 
which  Simon  Strange,  whose  representative  the  plaintif 
is,  became  surety  for  his  brother  James,  to  a  mortgagee 
who  had  advanced  money  upon  the  security  of  a  mortgage 
of  certain  real  property  in  which  James  Strange  had  in 
equitable  interest. 

Simon,  the  surety,  had  a  right  to  the  benefit  of  die 
mortgage  security,  and  the  right  to  have  the  mortgage 
security  dealt  with  by  Fooks,  the  mortgagee,  in  such  i 
manner  as  that  the  benefit  of  it  should  not  be  lost  A^'^ 
has  turned  out,  it  appears  that  the  benefit  of  the  second 
was,  in  fact,  lost  by  the  neglect  of  the  creditor  to  gi'* 
notice  of  the  settlement  of  the  claim  to  the  trustees,  wh) 
held  the  property  upon  which  the  security  was  given. 

An  attempt  has  been  made  to  show  that  SiiDOB 
Strange  acquiesced  in  the  non-performance  of  that  act 
which  was  necessary  to  perfect  the  security.  ButA^ 
evidence  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  prove  any  such  acquw*" 


(a)  7  De  G.M.&  G.  261— 27/5. 

(b)  2  Ru68.  381. 
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ice.     The  solicitors  who  give  this  evidence,  especially 
;  Vining,  were  the  solicitors  of  Simon  Strange  in  this 
nsaction,  and  also  the  solicitors  of  James  Strange  and 
Fooks  the  mortgagee.     Their  duty,  especially  to  Simon 
range  and   Fooks,  was  to  have  given  notice  to  the 
istees  of  the  settlement,  and  their  neglect  in  not  so 
log  has  occasioned  the  loss  which  has  been  the  occasion 
this  suit.     But  they  say  that  Simon  Strange  acquiesced 
no  notice  being  given  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 
le  evidence,  indeed,  shows  that  James  Strange,  who 
d  an  obvious  interest  in  not  allowing  the  security  to  be 
own,  was  anxious  that  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
oold  not  know  of  the  security.     But  there  is  no  suffi- 
mt  evidence  that  Simon  Strange  concurred  in  neglect- 
J  to  do  what  it  was  the  duty  of  Mr.  Slade  and  Mr. 
ning  to  tell  him  he  ought  to  have  done.     It  was  the 
tjr  of  the  solicitor  to  tell  the  surety  that  notice  ought 
t  to  be  dispensed  with ;    but  the  evidence  goes  to  this 
not  that  the   surety  consented  to  waive  the  notice, 
it  that  the  solicitor  consented.     This  was  the  C9nduct 
the  solicitor  acting  for  the  mortgagor. 
In  cases  of  this  kind,  where  acquiescence  is  relied  upon, 
u  essential  that  the  person  who  acquiesces  must  know 
au5tly  the  nature  of  the  thing  to  which  his  acquiescence 
supposed  to  be  given.     He  must  know  that,  and  he 
ust  know  also  the  effect  of  his  acquiescence.     In  this 
«e  the   solicitor   who,   acting  on  behalf  of  all  these 
tfties,  acquiesced  in  this  arrangement,  betrayed  his  duty 
the  mortgagee  and  surety  in  not  telling  them  what  the 
'iiseqnences  were.     In  his  second  affidavit  Mr.  Vining 
ies  to  make   the   case   stronger.      He   says,   '^  James 
^nuige  was  apprehensive  that  if  notice  was  served  "  the 
kole  transaction  would    be    known    to    the    trustee. 
Simon  Strange  concurred  in  thinking  that  it  would  be 
*qadicial  to  his  brother,  by  reason  of  his  position  with 
«  Caines  and  Dunning  families,  and  joined  with  his 
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brother  in  requesting  me  not  to  serve  any  notice  of  the 
mortgage  on  Mr.  Caines,  and  it  was  solely  in  condeqaence 
of  such  request  that  no  notice  was  given  to  him  of  the 
mortgage." 

Now,  if  Simon  did  that,  it  must  be  shown,  in  order  to 
have  the  effect  of  acquiescence  in  a  case  of  this  kind, 
that  he  understood  what  he  was  about,  and  that  he  under- 
stood the  efl'ect  of  this  acquiescence.  Therefore,  if  the 
only  question  before  the  Court  is  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
transaction,  and  how  far  the  conduct  of  Fooks  had  du- 
charged  Simon,  I  cannot,  upon  this  evidence,  hold 
that  the  assets  of  Simon  are  now  liable  on  this  bond. 

Whatever  may  be  thought  of  the  original  transaction, 
this  case  must  be  decided  on  the  conduct  of  Hole,  to 
whom  the  mortgage  was  assigned.  Mr.  Fooks,  who  never 
liad  his  security  perfected,  and  upon  whom  that  duty  lay 
if  he  intended  to  hold  the  surety  liable  upon  the  bond,  as- 
signed the  security  and  the  bond  in  the  year  1855  (more 
than  three  years  afterwards)  to  Hole. 

I  do  not  enter  into  the  preliminary  transactdons,  in 
which  an  equal  negligence  and  improper  course  of  con- 
duct is  proved ;  but  it  is  proved  that  the  person  who  took 
an  assignment  of  this  mortgage  was  bound,  when  he  took 
the  assignment  of  the  bond  of  suretyship,  if  he  intended 
to  have  the  benefit  of  it,  to  see  that  everything  was  pc^ 
fected  which  was  necessary  to  keep  alive  his  right 
He  was  bound  to  know  that  negligence  on  his  part  as  to 
the  security  to  the  benefit  of  which  the  surety  was  en- 
titled, or  any  neglect  on  his  part  in  not  perfecting  the 
security,  or  anything  that  occasioned  the  loss  of  the 
security,  must  release  the  surety.  Acting  under  the 
advice  of  the  same  solicitor,  Mr.  Hole  did  nothing* 
There  is  no  evidence  that  he  had  knowledge  thai 
notice  had  been  given,  or  that  he  considered  the  notice  to 
be  in  the  least  degree  of  importance.  It  seems  to  bm 
that  this  case  comes  witliin  the  general  doctrine  ot  the 
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lurt  that,   a   surety  being    entitled  to  the  benefit   of         1W3. 

ery  security,  where  a  security  is  lost  through  the  negli-      Stransb 

nee  of  the  principal  creditor  by  his  not  having  had  it        fooks. 

rfected  in  the  proper  way,  the  surety  is  released  to 

\i  extent. 

In  the  case  of  Wheatley  v.  Bastow^  it  was  decided  that 

there  has  been  an  assignment  by  a  creditor   of  the 

jurity  and  of  the  suretyship,  and  a  fraud  occurs,  all 

rties  must  bear  the  loss,  and  the  surety  is  not  discharged. 

le  Jjords  Justices  in  that  case,  which  is  a  remarkable  one, 

Jm  to  have  rested  their  decision  entirely  upon  this  : — 

lat  there  was  no  bond  of  suretyship,  but  only  an  assign- 

int  by  a  ^brother,  and  by  a  sister  who  was  no  debtor, 

property  to  which  they  were  entitled  in  two  moieties, 

order  to  secure  a  debt  due  by  the  brother;  and  there 

8,  therefore,  a  question  only  between  the  assignor  and 

ignee.      This  is   not   the   case    here.      In   that   case 

s  surety   was    not   held   to   be   discharged,    and    the 

art  held   that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  fraud 

the  solicitor.     In  the  present  instance   I   think  the 

intifTs    case    has    been    established.      None   of   the 

K)rdinate  points  seem  to  me  to  be  of  any  importance 

e  that  Joseph    Strange  was   a   trustee   and   that  he 

I  notice — because   the  fact   is  that  Joseph   Strange 

lot  proved  to  have  been  appointed  a  trustee  of  the  set- 

nent — and  that  if  there  had  been  that  proper  notice,  the 

(would  not  have  occurred.    Another  subordinate  point 

oas  to  me  to  be  equally  incapable  of  being  maintained, 

aely,  that  the  mortgagee  was  not  bound  to  give  notice, 

ause,  as  between  the  assignor  and  assignee,  there  was  a 

»plete  transfer  of  interest.     That  does  not  prevent  a 

id  being  committed  by  the  assignor,  and  if  a  fraud  is 

imitted  the  principle  of   Voyle   v.   Hughes^   and   the 

trine  referred  to  is  not  applicable  to  the  case. 

Iiere  must  be  a  decree  that  the  estate  of  Simon  Strange 

ititled  to  the  benefit  of  the  security ;  and  the  benefit  of 
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the  security  appearing  to  have  been  lost  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants  Fooks  and  Hole,  let  an  inquiry  be 
directed  what  loss  had  been  occasioned  to  the  estate  of 
Simon  Strange  by  the  loss  of  the  security;  the  plaintiff  to 
have  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  hearing  against  Fooks 
and  Hole. 


Dec.  19. 

Where  a 
•olicitor  had 
obtained  foi  a 
client  a 
foreclosure 
decree  (who 
bad  siibse-' 
quently  died, 
and  a  decree 
for  administra- 
tion of  his 
estate  had 
been  made)  the 
Court,  under 
the  28th 
section  of  the 
23  &  24  Vic. 
c.  127,  mnde  a 
charging  order 
for  the  costs  of 
the  suit 
against  the 
real  estate  of 
the  client. 

ArguuiV7il, 


Judgment. 


WILSON  V.  ROUND. 

JjlR.  EDDIS  appeared  for  the  petitioner,  a  solicitor, 
who  asked  under  the  28th  section  of  the  Attorneys  and  Sot 
citors  Act,  1860  (23  &  24  Vic.  c.  127,  s.  28),  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  his  bill  of  costs  might  be  charged  upon  certiiD 
real  estate,  mortgi^ed  to  the  client,  as  to  which  a  foredoson 
decree  had  been  made  in  favour  of  the  client  of  the  peti- 
tioner. Some  of  the  costs  sought  to  be  charged  were  those 
of  actions  of  ejectment  and  of  indictments  preferred  agaiut 
certain  persons  who  had  entered  forcibly  upon  the  mort- 
gaged property.  The  client  had  died,  and  a  creditor's 
suit  had  been  instituted  for  the  administration  of  his  estate^ 
in  which  his  real  estates  had  been  ordered  to  be  sold)  vA 
the  proceeds,  after  paying  incumbrances,  applied  in  pijf- 
ment  of  his  debts. 

Mr.  JDe  Oex^  for  the  executors  of  the  deceased  client- 
After  the  decree  in  the  creditor's  suit  the  order  asked  fe 
cannot  be  made.  At  all  events  such  order  should  be  cob* 
fined  to  the  costs  of  the  foreclosure  suit. 

The  Vice-Chancellor.  —  The  costs  are  a  chiipJ 
but  the  charging  order  can  only  include  the  taxed  coA 
charges,  and  expenses  of  or  in  reference  to  the  foreclosoie 
suit.  Order  that  the  amount  of  such  acts  be  raised  by  sil^ 
or  mortgage  of  the  property ;  with  liberty  to  apply. 
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il,  1859,  the  plamtifF  Jane  Davies,  a   sinele  Gift  by  a 

.  ^  ,  .  f  :,  daughter  of  a 

bout  twenty-two  years  of  age,  became  entitled  large  part  of 

ary   legatee   under  the   will  of  Sarah  Davies  to  her  faUier 

210/.  in  cash,  400/.  standing   to  the  account  «et  aside  with 

^  ^  costs,  it  ap- 

Davies  in    the  National  Provincial  Bank  at  pearingthat 

rith,    and  two  sums  of  305/.  and  375/.  stock,  shortly  after 

in  the  name  of  Sarah  Davies,  or  of  her  late  Jj^^ty^e 

aud  while  "the 
father  was 

r  after  Thomas  Davies  effected  a  purchase  of  the  acting  as  her 

i_  •         !_•  1^  i_  !•    •         •     !_•  guardian,  and 

house  in  which  he  was  living,  in  his  own  name,  ^as  regarded 

'.,  part  of  the  said  legacy.  with  implicit 

'  *  o     .^  confidence  as 

5  oOth  May,  1859,  the  sum  of  400/.  was  trans-  the  sole  rela- 

the  account  of  Thomas  Davies.     The  plaintiff  managing  ber 

lat  shortly  after  the  purchase  of  the  house  the      ^^p^  ^ 

father  suGC&cested  to  her  that  it  would  be  expe-  fi^^ft  ^»  "»- 

*^*^  *  peached  on  the 

her  to  transfer  the  money  and  stock  bequeathed  giound  of  un- 

o  his  name  as  a  trustee.     The  plaintiff  declined,  jq  order  to    * 

w  days  afterwards,  she  having  been  advised  to  *"!* i"  ^c^nrt 

lerystwith  for  the  benefit  of    her  health,  her  requires  the 

^_  clearest  and 

d  her  she  had  better  go  to  the  National  Pro-  most  unequi- 

mk  to  draw  some  money  for  her  travelling  ex-  JJ^^^thl^^^ 

,nd  bavins:  done  so,  he  left  the  house  and  shortly  ?*^.V""  ^f" 

^  ,  .  fully  under- 

s  returned,  saying,  "  Mr.  Jones  [the  cashier  at  stood  by  and 

\  had  received  the  dividends  on  the  stock]  will  t^ry  and  de- 

3  bank  at  two  o'clock,  and  you  must  go  up  and  o^he^^^y 
3  papers  at  that  time  to  change  the  stock  from      Hatch  t. 

JT^      ,    ^      .        ,     ^         ,  ^  ,      .  Hatch,  QVeB. 

of  oarah  Davies  before  he  can  get  the  interest  296,  con- 
By  these  representations  the  plaintiff  was  in-  ®     * 
go  with  her  father  to  the  bank,  for  the  purpose, 
ilieved,  of  executing  documents  to  enable  Mr. 
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Jones  to  receive  and  pay  to  her  the  dividends  on  the 
stock.  At  the  bank  Mr.  Jones  endeavoured  to  preyul 
on  her  to  transfer  the  moneys  into  the  name  of  her  father, 
but  the  plaintiff  positively  refused  to  divest  heraelf  of 
her  property  in  the  manner  proposed.  Mr.  Jones  after- 
wards informed  the  plaintiff  that  she  must,  in  order  to 
transfer  the  said  moneys  into  her  own  name,  sign  some  eight 
or  ten  documents  which  were  placed  before  her  by  him, 
for,  as  she  believed,  that  purpose.  The  plaintiff,  who 
was  on  the  point  of  leaving  Aberystwith  by  the  steamer, 
had  not  time  to  read  all,  but  she  read  the  first  three  or 
four  papers  which  were  placed  before  her,  and  which  pm- 
ported  to  be  transfers  of  stock  into  her  own  name;  and 
concluding  that  the  others  were  to  the  same  effect,  she 
signed  them  all  without  having  the  purport  or  effect  of 
them  explained  to  her.  After  the  documents  were  all 
.signed  Mr.  Jones  took  up  one  of  them  and  sud, "  By 
this  paper  you  have  signed  the  400/.  that  is  in  the  bank 
for  your  father,"  and  he  delivered  over  the  paper  to 
Thomas  Davies. 

The  plaintiff  was  shortly  after  married  to  her  present 
husband,  and  the  bill  alleged  that  prior  to  her  marriage  she 
executed  a  settlement,  by  which  her  property  was  settled 
upon  herself  and  her  husband  during  their  joint  lives,  and, 
after  the  decease  of  either,  remainder  upon  the  children  of 
the  marriage.  The  plaintiff  alleged  that  this  settlement 
was  not  in  conformity  with  her  instructions,  inasmuch* 
it  placed  the  income  of  the  property  under  the  control  of 
her  husband  during  their  joint  lives,  and  made  no  pro- 
vision for  her  surviving  him. 

Joseph  Davies  had  assigned  his  interest  in  the  propertj 
to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  who  were  nwde 
defendants  to  the  suit. 

The  bill  prayed  that  this  settlement  might  be  rectified. 

The  bill  also  prayed  that  it  might  be  decreed  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  said  leasehold  house  purchased 
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I  said  sum  of  200/.,  and  also  the  sum  of  4002.,  or 
houses  which  the  said  Thomas  Davies  had  pur- 
with  such  moneys. 

Malins  and  Mr.  O.  Morgan  for  the  plaintiff, 
was  a  transaction  between  parent  and  child,  and 
)t  be  sustained  in  this  Court.  In  Archer  v.  Hud- 
a  niece,  two  months  after  phe  came  of  age, 
ir  her  guardians  had  fully  accounted  to  her,  entered 
oluntary  security  for  her  uncle,  by  whom  she  had 
ought  up,  but  the  Court  set  it  aside.  In  Wright  v. 
vlank{b\  and  in  Hoghton  v.  Hoghton  (c),  where  all 
horities  were  considered,  the  same  doctrine  was 
f  n.     See  also  Baker  v.  Bradly  (d). 


1863. 


Argument* 


Bacon  and  Mr.  Piggott,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
ed  that  this  case  was  not  within  the  principle  of 
[lorities,  and  that  the  gift  was  valid. 

CE-Chancellor  : — 

main  question  is  as  to  the  validity  of  the  transac- 
which  the  defendant  Thomas  Davies  obtained 
3  daughter  the  sum  of  400/.,  which  was  deposited 
nk  at  interest  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  and 
;h  he  claims  to  be  entitled  as  a  gift  from  his 
»r. 

Court  always  inclines  to  hold  that  a  gift  is  invalid 
t  is  made  to  a  person  who  has  great  power  or  in- 
over  the  donor,  unless  it  be  shown  in  the  clearest 
8t  unequivocal  manner  that  the  influence  did  not 
at  the  time  of  the  gift.  This  rule  is  established 
ounds  of  public  policy  which  have  been  repeatedly 
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)e  G.  M.  &  G.  133. 


(c)  15  Beav.  278. 

(d)  7  De  G.  M.  &  G,  597. 
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expluned.  Freedom  from  the  pressure  of  influence  may 
be  shown  in  many  ways:  it  may  be  shown  that,  from  a 
laudable  motive,  there  had  been  a  long-continued  intentioi 
often  expressed  to  make  a  gift ;  or  that  the  donor,  peN 
fectly  understanding  the  nature  of  the  transaction, 
had  resolved,  perhaps  by  the  advice  of  unbiassed  friends, 
to  make  the  gift.  In  all  cases  where  gifts  have  bees 
supported  it  has  been  shown  that  nothing  eqaiYOcal 
remained  in  reference  to  the  existence  of  the  influence. 

In  this  case  the  father  himself  states  the  drcnm- 
stances  under  which  he  stood  ir  relation  to  his  dauglh 
ter,  and  those  circumstances  show  that  the  influenoe 
arising  from  the  relation  of  parent  and  child  was  sabnstuf 
in  full  force  at  the  time  of  the  transaction.  The  relitiai 
of  guardian  and  ward,  and  the  relation  of  parent  vA 
child,  are  here  exhibited  in  their  most  important  points 

The  father,  in  his  answer,  distinctly  states  that  in  dn 
months  of  April,  May,  and  June,  1859^  and  until  Ai 
marriage  of  the  plaintiff,  he,  being  her  father,  assumed  wiA 
her  consent  the  guardianship  and  direction  of  her  afib 
and  property^  and  that  she  looked  up  to  him  with  ini- 
plicit  confidence  as  the  only  relative  she  had  who  was  of 
an  age  or  in  a  position  to  protect  and  assist  her  in  Al 
management  thereof.  But  he  denies  that  by  the  meatf 
in  the  bill  mentioned,  or  by  any  other  means,  or  in  in^ 
he  acquired  or  exercised  a  complete  influence  and  oontnl 
over  her.  It  is,  however,  impossible  to  state  more  strong 
and  distinctly  the  existence  of  the  influence  arising  froB 
the  relation,  and  its  existence  at  the  very  time  when  tb 
transaction  was  entered  into  than  he  does  himsel£  Ik 
defendant  states  that  the  plaintiff  implicitly  confided  ii 
his  assuming  the  direction  of  the  management  of  htf 
property.  But  it  appears  further  that,  at  the  very  tan 
of  this  alleged  gift  of  the  400^  being  made,  the  defendait 
had  been  dealing  with  the  sum  of  200iL  in  a  way  whick, 
taking  his  own  account  of  it,  cannot  be  conmdered  ai 
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)wing  that  he  had  discharged  the  duty  which  he  under- 
)k  to  discharge  towards  his  child.  He  said  that  he 
oddered  the  200/.  to  be  his  wife's  property,  though  he 
lew  that  his  daughter  claimed  it ;  and  he  also  states,  in 
irious  paragraphs  in  his  answer  which  relate  to  his  con- 
ict  in  reference  to  this  sum,  that  his  daughter  considered 
le money  washer  own;  that  she  objected  to  a  receipt 
r  it  being  drawn  up  in  his  name  ;  and  that  she  wished 
€  property,  which  she  knew  had  been  purchased  with 
fi  money,  to  be  assigned  to  her  in  her  own  name.  All 
tat  is  stated  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer.  With 
•pect  to  the  conveyance  of  the  property,  he  says  that 
I  solicitor  had,  by  his  instructions,  when  he  paid  the 
iichase-money  to  the  vendor,  prepared  a  draft  assign- 
int  of  the  said  leasehold  house  and  premises,  and  of  a 
ftU  tenement  adjoining  thereto;  and  that  such  house, 
lement,  and  premises  were,  by  his  instructions,  ex- 
sased  in  the  draft  to  be  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  for 
I  residue  of  the  term  of  years  subsisting  therein  ;  but, 
indering  that  the  house  had  been  purchased  with 
wife's  money,  he  instructed  his  solicitor  to  alter  such 
ift,  and  the  solicitor,  by  his  instructions,  altered  the 
ift  by  inserting  his  name  in  the  place  of  that  of  his 
tighter  as  the  purchaser  under  the  deed,  and  that  the 
kft  was  altered  without  any  instructions  from  the 
lantiff,  and,  he  believed,  without  her  knowledge  or  con- 

As  to  what  took  place  on  the  30th  May — the  day  upon 
rich  the  gift  of  400/.  was  made — there  is  a  conflict  of 
idence  in  the  accounts  given  by  the  daughter,  by  the 
fehcr,  and  by  Mr.  Jones,  who  prepared  the  instrument 
Tich  is  called  a  gift.  No  two  of  them  concur  in  their 
idmony  respecting  this  transaction.  The  fatlier  says 
I  daughter  expressed  a  wish  to  give  part  of  her  pro- 
rty  to  him  and  her  mother;  and  what  is  a  very  strange 
Jig  to  state  as  having  been  part  of  the  conversation 
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upon  the  subject^  that  his  daughter  asked  him  if  he  would 
be  satisfied  if  she  gave  him  400/.  To  ask  whether  the 
father  would  be  satisfied  with  400/.  shows  a  state  of  mind 
not  free  from  influence  and  control  to  the  extent  which 
is  necessary  in  cases  of  this  kind. 

As  to  what  took  ])lace  on  the  30th  May,  at  the  btok} 
when  he  went  to  see  Mr.  Jones,  the  manager  of  the  bask, 
respecting  the  transfer,  there  is  contradictory  evidcncei 
Mr.  Jones's  account  is,  that  on  the  morning  of  the  30A 
May  the  father  and  daughter  came  together  to  his  printe 
residence,  and  that  the  daughter  expressed  an  intention  of 
making  a  gift  of  400/.  and  said  she  had  come  to  ask  if  it 
could  be  done.     The  father  states  the  same  thing,  tA 
that  that  was  the  object  of  his  going  to  the  bank   Ihi 
daughter  states  that  her  father  went  to  the  bank  ikai 
previously.     The  father  states  that  he  did  not,  bntthit 
they  went  together,  taking  with  them  the  deposit  receipts 
and  that  Mr.  Jones  gave  instructions  as  to  how  thetuni* 
action  could  be  effectually  carried  out,     ThisisaonB, 
matter ;  but  in  the  evidence  of  the  daughter  she  stitii 
that  she  originally  took  the  receipts  and  placed  them  npd 
her  father's  desk,  and,  after  having  had  her  attention  caM 
to  the  evidence  of  the  other  witnesses,  she  denies  that  A» 
took  the  two  deposit  receipts  to  the  bank  or  handed  th«i| 
over  to  Mr.  Jones,  but  she  says  that  she  left  them  intlij 
desk  at  her  father's  house,  and  cannot  state  by  whomti^f  i 
were  taken  to  the  bank.     It  seems  beyond  a  doubt  thiti^l 
the  bank  she  was  told  that  she  ought  to  sign  her  name* 
order  (as  Mr.  Jones  stated)  to  make  an  effectoal  gift! 
but  her  own  statement  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  tbfc 
She  says  she  was  told  by  her  father  that,  as  execatA 
in  order  to  obtain  the  interest  on  the  moneys,  it  woaH  h 
necessary  that  the  name  in  which  they  stood  shouH  h 
changed,  and  that  the  moneys  should  be  transfeired  is^ 
another  name.      Looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  tf" 
the  evidence  of  the  parties,  it  seems  to  me  that  theft 
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natural,  coherent,  and  consistent  story  told  on  the 
of  the  daughter.  The  plaintiff  states  that  when  Mr. 
8  told  her  she  had  signed  away  the  400/.  to  her 
r  she  was  quite  startled,  and  that  she  believed  that 
i  had  been  done  could  not  be  undone.  The  matter 
therefore,  allowed  to  rest.  It  is  impossible  to  doubt 
at  the  time  when  the  transaction  of  this  gift  took 
J  the  influence  of  the  father  was  in  full  force,  and 
3s  it  can  be  proved  that  all  influence  was  removed 
fift  is  vitiated. 

le  evidence  in  order  to  support  the  gift  should  show,  in 
learest  and  most  unequivocal  manner,  that  the  trans- 
n  was  well  understood  by  and  was  the  deliberate  and 
atary  act  of  the  person  who  made  the  gift.  That 
;nce  is  wanting  in  this  case,  and  consequently  the 
is  one  which  cannot  be  sustained. 
cannot  leave  the  case  without  referring  to  the  law  as 
d  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Hatch  v.  Hatch  (a). 
I  Eldon,  upon  a  question  in  reference  to  a  case  of 
dian  and  ward,  and  not  of  parent  and  child,  uses  these 
Is:  **Thi8  case  proves  the  wisdom  of  the  Court  in  saying 

almost  impossible,  in  the  course  of  the  connection 
uardian  and  ward,  attorney  and  client,  trustee  and 
\i  qite  trusty  that  a  transaction  shall  stand  purporting  to 
K)unty  for  the  execution  of  antecedent  duty.     There 

not  be  a  more  moral  act,  one  that  would  do  more 
lit  to  a  young  man  beginning  the  world,  or  afford  a 
«r  omen  for  the  future,  than  if,  a  trustee  having  done 
duty,  the  cestui  que  trusty  taking  it  into  his  fair,  serious, 

well-informed  consideration,  were  to  do  an  act  of 
nty  like  this*  But  the  Court  cannot  permit  it  except 
»  satisfied  that  the  act  is  of  that  nature,  for  the 
on  often  given ;  and  in  recollecting  that  in  discussing 
tther  it  is  an  act  of  rational  consideration,  an  act  of 
3  volition  uninfluenced,  that  inquiry  is  so  easily  baffled 
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In  a  court  of  justice  tliat^  instead  of  the  epoutaneous  act 
of  a  friend  uninfluenced,  it  may  be  the  impulse  of  a  mind 
misled  by  undue  kindness  or  forced  by  oppression." 

The  doctrine  of  the  Court  cannot  be  more  clearly 
stated  than  in  that  case.  There  is  wanting  in  this  case 
sufficient  evidence  to  show  the  removal  of  influence  on 
the  part  of  the  father,  and  that  circumstance  alone 
vitiates  the  gift. 

Declare  that  the  gifts  of  the  sums  of  200L  and 
400/.  to  the  defendant  Thomas  Davies  are  invalid,  and 
that  he  is  bound  to  repay  those  sums  to  the  trusteee 
of  the  settlement;  that  the  settlement  be  rectified 
as  prayed,  by  conveying  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  to 
trustees  in  trust  for  her  separate  use  for  her  life,  withont 
power  of  anticipation,  with  immediate  remainder  for  her 
children ;  that  the  defendant  Thomas  Davies  do  pay  il 
costs  of  the  suit,  excepting  so  far  as  they  relate  to  tie 
rectification  of  the  settlement;  and  that  he  account  for  tie 
rents  received  by  him,  and  be  allowed  40/.  for  improre- 
mcnts. 
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WROE  V.  SEED.  juiy  15. 

3IS  bill  was  filed  on  the  30th  July,  1861,  by  some  of  Executors  ana 
residuary  legatees  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Wroe  f ®^*f®^^  ^" 

•^       *-'  iriist  to  sell, 

5d  in  1849.     The  testator  made  numerous  specific  gifts  leaving  an 
•eal  estate,  and  devised  all  other  his  real  estate  and  postponing 
ueathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  Edward  Seed  and  Ave  yl^'*'" 
3r  Wroe,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  T^^^  directed 

°     '    in  gQch  case 

a  trust  "  as  soon  as  they  conveniently  could  after  his  to  pay  tiie 
ase,  to  sell  and  convert  into  money  all  such  parts  of  his  tenant  for 
onal  estate  as  should  not  consist  of  money  or  securities  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^ 
Doney,  and  all  his  real  estate ;    but  he  declared  that  y^^^y  ^*>oy 
rithstanding  the  said  trusts  and  conversion  it  should  legacies, 
iwful  for  his  trustees  or  trustee  to  postpone  the  sale  account   "° 
mversion  of  his  said  real  or  personal  estates  for  such  ^^^"8^)*  ^**6- 

^  4  ,  qiiently  re- 

)d  not  exceeding   five  years  from  the  time  of  his  quested  so  to 

ase  as  such  trustees  or  trustee  should  deem  expedient,  witii  tiie 

until  such  sale  and  conversion  the  income  should  be  cUhnod^"^ 

to  the  person  who  would  be  entitled  to  the  moneys  remuneration 

*  .  '^      for  their 

such  conversion  had  actually  taken  place.  Hcr^ices— 

le  testator  directed  that  as  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  the  clists  of*a^ 

payment  of  the  debts,  &c.,  after  providing  for  the  *^JI**»*? 

base  of  an  annuity,  and  for  payment  of  certain  lega-  ^'•."sts  of  the 

will. 

the  executors  should  divide  the  residue  as  follows: — 
seventeenth  among  the  children  of  the  testator's 
2w  John  AVroe,  and  the  remaining  sixteen  seven- 
hs  among  the  testator's  other  nephews  and  nieces 
>t  John  Wroe. 

e  testator  died  in  June,  1856.  From  the  begrin- 
)f  1860  the  plaintiffs  made  numerous  applications 
I  account  and  payment  of  tlie  shares,  but  without 

J8.  :  • 

the  Ist  June,  1861,  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors  sent  a 

addressed  to  both  defendants  giving  them  notice 
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that,  unless  they  had  the  accounts  they  required  within 
one  week,  or  a  written  assurance  that  such  accounts  should 
be  delivered  within  one  week  after  such  assurance,  they 
should  give  instructions  to  prepare  a  bill,  and  should  ask 
the  Court  to  compel  the  defendants  personally  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  suit.  To  this  no  answer  was  returned,  ud 
on  the  4th  July  the  solicitors  wrote  again  stating  that 
they  had  received  instructions  from  their  cHents  to 
commence  proceedings,  and  that  they  wrote  that  letter 
for  the  purpose  of  affording  to  the  defendants  a  fiirther 
opportunity  of  complying  with  the  wishes  of  the  partiei» 
and  with  the  intention  thereafter  of  throwing  upon  them 
each,  personally,  the  costs  of  the  suit  rendered  impentire 
by  their  refusal  and  neglect  to  render  proper  accoontii 
No  reply  was  returned  to  this  letter. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  30th  July,  1861,  and  a  decree 
made  directing  the  usual  inquiries  and  accounts. 

By  his  certificate  the  chief  clerk  found  that  the  ezecuton 
had  received  personal  estate,  not  specifically  bequeathedi 
to  the  amount  of  25,657/.  10^.  5(2.,  and  had  paid  andweit 
entitled  to  be  allowed  sums  to  the  amount  of  23,813/.  Ifc.  Wi 
leaving  a  balance  due  from  them  of  1843/.  14*.  8rf. 

The   items  disallowed   amounted  together  to  IHIl 

105.  llrf. 

The  defendant  moved  to  vary  the  certificate  l)y  allowiJf 
three  small  items,  and  also  by  disallowing  two  itenWj  *'' 
charge  on  the  accounts,  which  the  chief  clerk  had  allofw 
to  the  extent  altogether  of  1233/.  15*.  8rf. 

The  first  of  these  items  disallowed  was  a  sum  of  itf' 
58,  y  which  Edward  Seed  claimed  to  retain  for  eerrifli* 
rendered  by  him  to  the  testator  in  collecting  the  renti » 
his  cottage  property,  and  for  constant  care  and  attenti* 
bestowed  on  the  testator  himself  and  in  the  managem^ 
of  his  property  both  by  himself  and  by  Peter  Wk* 
He  said  that  both  defendants  were  repeatedly  told  bytW 
testator  that  they  were  to  charge  for  their  services. 

The  next  item  was  a  sum  of  }61/.  Is.  Sd.  retained  by 
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ther  defendant  Peter  Wroe  under  similar  circum- 

les. 

le  third   item^  lOOZ.,  was  a  sum  claimed  by  both 

idants  for  travelling  and  other  expenses  incurred  in 

cting  the  rents  of  the  testator's  estate^  and  in  finding 

he  various  legatees. 

lere  were  also  other  small  surcharges  which  the  chief 

:  had  allowed  as  to  which  the  motion  sought  to  have 

certificate  varied. 


1868. 
Wbox 

V, 

Seed. 
Btatevfient, 


T.  Matins  and  Mr.  Cadman  JoneSy  for  the  plaintiff,  Argument, 
led  the  case,  and  asked  that  the  executors  might 
the  costs  of  the  suit.  This  Court  always  took 
idulgent  view  of  the  conduct  of  trustees  and  exeeu- 
and  never  visited  them  with  costs  except  in  cases  of 
s  neglect.  It  was  hardly  possible  to  conceive  a  grosser 
of  deliberate  neglect  than  in  this  case.  [They  cited 
ngett  v.  Dashxoood  (a),  and  Kemp  v.  Burn  (^).] 

T.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Streeten,  for  the  defendants,  sub- 
ed  that  the  executors  were  ignorant  men,  who  were 
fully  aware  of  the  duties  of  their  office.  There  had 
I  no  breach  of  trust,  nor  was  there  anything  of  that 
suggested.  It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the 
rt  would  not  punish  the  defendants'  inexperience  so 
rely. 


Vice-Chancellor  : — 

le  first  question  is  as  to  the  motion  to  vary  the  cer- 
ite  so  far  as  it  disallowed  the  defendant's  claim  for 
meration  for  their  services,  on  the  ground  that  the 
tor  agreed  to  allow  such  remuneration.  I  think, 
I  the  evidence,  the  chief  clerk  was  right,  and  so  far 
notion  to  vary  it  fails. 
it  I  desired  that  the  case  should  be  heard  on  further 
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(h)  4  Giff.  348. 
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consideration  before  I  disposed  of  the  motion  to  vary  the 
certificate^  because  upon  the  question  of  costs  there  maj 
be  circumstances  of  such  laudable  conduct  on  the  part  d 
defendants  who  are  executors  as  will  justify  the  Court  in 
dealing  tenderly  with  them  with  regard  to  a  demand  of 
this  kind ;  and  there  certainly  is  here  conflicting  evi- 
dence. Now,  having  heard  the  whole  case,  and  having 
ascertained  what  the  conduct  of  these  executors  has  been, 
it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  case  of  gross  misconduct. 

The  will  gave  certain  legacies,  and  then  disposed  of 
the  residue.  The  legacies  given  by  the  will  were  pyen  to 
persons  described  by  the  testator  as  classes — ^nephews  ud 
nieces,  and  the  children  of  nephews  and  nieces. 

There  is  no  statement  anywhere  which  suggests  tbi 
there  was  any  difficulty  in  finding  the  persons  who  wen 
entitled  as  legatees  under  the  will.  It  is  very  iiuxlj 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  executors  that  they  cooU 
not  dispose  of  the  residue  until  something  was  done  as  ti 
the  payment  of  the  legacies.  Even  if  there  had  beei 
a  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  classes,  there  are  in  tUi 
will  peremptory  directions  by  the  testator  with  reference 
to  those  who  were  entitled  to  the  residue  of  his  estate; 
and  although  he  allows  five  years,  in  the  discretion  of 
his  executors,  for  giving  the  capital  to  the  residnaiy 
legatees,  there  is  to  be  no  delay  in  the  payment  of 
the  interest.  Therefore,  upon  the  death  of  the  testator 
the  residuary  legatees  had  a  right  to  have  all  the  legaciei 
provided  for,  or  at  least  to  have  the  income  of  their 
legacies  paid.  Has  that  been  done  ?  So  far  from 
it,  I  find  that,  at  the  distance  of  five  years  from  the  deatl 
of  the  testator,  the  residuary  legatees,  who  had  obtained 
not  one  farthing,  made  two  applications  before  the  bffl 
was  filed,  and  they  received  most  unsatisfactory  answen 
It  is  said  on  behalf  of  these  executors  that  they  are 
illiterate  men,  and  that  they  cannot  keep  accounts.  One 
of   them    gives    an    extraordinary    description    of  lo$ 
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pacity  to  keep  accounts.  He  shows  that  ho  has  a 
pacity  to  keep  his  own  accounts,  but  not  a  capacity  to 
lep  trust  accounts  where  he  is  to  account  for  the  pro- 
irty  of  other  people.  Now,  if  a  testator  appoints  a 
non  to  discharge  the  duties  of  an  executor,  inasmuch 
he  is  sworn  to  discharge  his  duties  as  executor,  his 
«t  duty  plainly  is,  if  he  cannot  keep  accounts,  to  pro- 
le some  one  who  can,  because  in  this  Court  the  first  and 
imary  duty  of  every  executor  or  trustee  having  money 
his  hands  to  be  received  and  to  be  paid  is,  that  an  ac- 
unt  of  his  receipts  and  payments  should  be  kept,  to  be 
oduced  to  those  interested  in  the  account  when  it  is 
operly  demanded.  In  this  case,  up  to  the  time  when 
B  bill  was  filed  no  account  that  could  be  shown  had 
en  made  out.  The  bill  was  filed  in  July,  and  it  is 
ited  that  in  the  month  of  April  preceding  an  attorney's 
irk  was  employed  to  make  out  an  account,  but  he 
did  make  out  nothing  that  could  be  presented,  and 
thing  that  is  now  relied  on. 

Here  were  executors  with  a  very  large  estate;  11,000/. 
it  is  said  to  have  been  in  advance,  ready  to  be  distri- 
ted  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  What  conduct  can  be 
>re.  grossly  improper  than  that  of  executors,  who  were 
pay  legacies  and  to  distribute  the  residue,  with  a  di- 
ction to  pay  the  income  of  the  residue  immediately,  but 
10  did  not  pay  the  income ;  who  can  suggest  no  diffi- 
Ity  as  to  knowing  who  the  legatees  were ;  who,  for  five 
W8  after  the  testator's  death  left  legacies  unpaid,  tlie 
idue  almost  wholly  undealt  with,  no  account  ready  that 
1  be  produced,  and  no  account  taken  until  this  bill 
filed ;  and  who,  when  this  bill  is  filed,  bring  for- 
id  demands  against  the  estate  on  their  own  behalf 
ich  the  Court  has  found  it  to  be  its  duty  wholly  to 
lUow.  The  questions  to  be  disposed  of  with  regard  to 
Ml  now  are,  the  question  of  the  costs  of  this  litigation, 
.  that  of  the  interest  on  their  balances.     One  part  of 
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the  conduct  of  the^e  executors^  which  their  counsel  bat 
endeavoured  to  show  was  laudable  and  discreet,  was,  that 
each  of  them  took  1000/.  to  his  own  house.    Oneof  tliem 
says  he  kept  this  sum  in  gold,  and  applied  it  for  no 
purpose.     They  say  that  they  kept  these  sums  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  legatees  if  they  should  expectedly  or 
unexpectedly  come  to  demand  any  money.     That  is  gnw 
misconduct.     It  is  highly  culpable  and  gross  miscoDduet 
for  any  executor  who  has  a  legacy  immediately  payable  to 
take  into   his  own  house  money   for  the  purpose  of 
paying  it,  and  to  keep  it  five  years,  there  being  no  diffi- 
culty in  ascertaining  who  the  legatee  is,  and  producing  il 
only  in  consequence  of  a  decree  made  against  himbytUi 
Court.     On  these  sums  of  1000/.  each  so  improperly  kept 
in  their  own  hands,  these  executors  must  be  charged  wiA 
interest  at  5/.  per  cent.     The  balances  have  been  alce^ 
taincd  by  the  chief  clerk.  Yearly  interest  on  those  balaneei 
at  6/.  per  cent,  must  be  paid;  because,  although  some  of  Aa 
residuary  legatees  are  parties,  all  are  not  before  the  Cooit) 
and  the  Court  is  bound  to  regard  the  interests  of  tbon 
who  are  not  here  to  protect  themselves.      They  i» 
entitled  to  look  to  the  Court  for  protection,  and  for  tke 
receipt  of  what  is  justly  due  to  them,  and  that  can  oiJf 
be  done  by   directing  payment  of  interest  at  5i  per 
cent.     Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  testator  seems  to  hsTt 
employed  a  country  bank,  and  there  was  a  sum  in  tb 
bank  at  his  death,  whatever  interest  has  been  receiTci 
(and  the  amount  is  easily  ascertainable)  the  executors  wHI 
have  the  benefit  of.     But,  because  an  executor  finds  the 
money  of  his  testator  deposited  to  a  large  amount  ifl* 
country  bank,  that  is  no  reason  why,  having  legacies  to 
pay,   and  being  directed  immediately  to  distribute  tie 
income  of  the  residue,  he  should  keep  the  money  there 
for  years.     Whatever  interest  they  received  in  respect 
of  that  money  they  will  be  entitled  to.     That  seems  ^ 
be  the  strict  justice  of  the  case.     Some  grounds  forindnl' 
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lave  been  stated,  but  really  I  do  not  see  anything 
of  them  that  affords  any  palliation.  It  is  no  ex- 
at  these  executors  are  men  in  humble  life,  because 
r  is  as  much  a  duty,  and  I  hope  a  practice,  in 
I  life  as  it  is  in  a  much  higher  station;  and  whether 
ion  be  high  or  low,  an  executor  who  misconducts 
'  in  this  Court  must  be  dealt  with  exactly  in  the 
onner.  These  are  defaulting  executors,  and  execu- 
lio  have  misconducted  themselves,  and  they  must 
3  costs  of  all  the  litigation  except  so  much  as  has 
iccasioned  by  the  entering  into  the  pedigree.  I 
)me  doubt  even  about  that,  because  it  is  quite  con- 
with  anything  that  appears  on  the  pleading  that 
ixecutors  may  have  known  this  pedigree  all  along. 
J  whole,  however,  I  think  I  am  bound  to  pursue  the 
fy  course,  which  will  be  to  relieve  the  executors 
;he  costs  of  proving  this  pedigree,  and  to  give 
heir  costs  in  the  ordinary  way  as  between  solicitor 
ent  of  that  investigation.  I  allow  these  costs  on 
inciple — that  if  there  was  any  difficulty  in  ascer- 
:  classes  of  residuary  legatees  their  duty  was  to 
iled  a  bill,  and  to  have  it  done  under  the  direction 
Court ;  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  the 
30  might  have  been  ascertained,  and  they  would 
een  entitled  to  costs  between  solicitor  and  client. 


1S63. 
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July  10  i'U, 

Covenant  by 
husband  and 
wife  to 

settle  *' all  real 
or  personal 
estate, 
property  or 
eiTccts  to 
which  the 
wife  or  the 
husband  in 
lier  riglit  shall 
byerift, 
descent, 
succession, 
or  otherwise 
become 
entitled — 
Held  to 
include 
reversionary 
interests  in 
Consols,  which 
fell  in  by  the 
death  of  a 
tenant  for  life, 
after  the 
decease  of 
botli  husband 
and  wife. 

Grafftey  v. 
Humpaye, 
1  Beav.  4G, 
followed. 


Re  HUGHES'S  TRUSTS. 

UNDER  an  indenture  dated  in  1812,  a  sum  of  10,000/. 
stock  was  assigned  to  trustees  by  William  Hughes,  on 
trust  as  to  one  moiety  for  his  grand-daughters,  Sophia, 
Caroline,  Constantia,  Sabina,  and  Emma  Hewitt,  in 
equal  shares,  to  be  absolutely  vested  in  and  transfeircd 
to  them  respectively,  upon  their  attaining  twenty-five  or 
marriage  i)reviously ;  and  in  the  event  of  the  death  of 
any  of  them  under  twenty-five,  or  unmarried,  remainder 
to  the  survivors.  The  second  moiety  was  given  to  the 
trustees,  on  trust,  as  to  one  fifth  part,  when  and  in  case 
the  said  Caroline  Hewitt  should  attain  twenty-five,  to 
pay  to  the  said  Caroline  Hewitt  during  her  life  the 
interest  and  dividends  thereon  for  her  separate  use,  with- 
out power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her  decease  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  said  stock  among  her  children. 

Caroline  Hewitt,  in  November,  1822,  being  then  an 
infant,  intermarried  with  Nathaniel  Dando,  and  by  a  set- 
tlement executed  on  her  marriage  one  fifth  part  of  the 
moiety  of  the  sum  of  10,000/.  was  assigned  to  trusteei 
for  the  benefit  of  the  intended  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
death,  as  to  two  thirds  and  one  third,  upon  trust  for  the 
children  of  the  marriage. 

By  a  settlement  made  the  3rd  June,  1856,  previously 
to  the  marriage  of  Adelaide  Dando,  one  of  the  cliiidrea 
of  tlie  last-mentioned  marriage,  and  Edward  Hill,  after 
reciting  tliat,  upon  the  treaty  for  the  said  intended  nutf* 
riage,  ^*  it  was  agreed  that  any  property,  of  whatever 
nature  or  kind  (except  as  thereinafter  mentioned),  to 
which  the  said  Edward  Hill  and  Adelaide  Dando,  or 
either  of  them  in  right  of  the  said  Adelaide  Dando, 
should    by    any    means     become    absolutely    entitled 
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ould  be  settled  and  limited  in  manner  thereinafter  men-  1863. 
>ned,  and  that  for  that  purpose  the  said  Edward  Hill  jr<jHughb8' 
id  Adelaide  Dando  should  enter  into  the  covenant 
ereinafter  in  that  behalf  contained. 
The  covenant  was  as  follows : — Edward  Hill  and  Ade- 
ide  Dando  **  jointly  and  severally  covenant  and  agree 
ith  the  trustees,  that  if,  at  any  time  or  times  during 
le  said  then  intended  marriage,  they,  the  said  E.  Hill 
id  A.  Dando,  or  either  of  them  in  her  right,  should  by 
ft,  descent,  succession,  or  otherwise  howsoever,  be- 
«ne  entitled  to  any  real  or  personal  estate,  property,  or 
Fects  of  the  value  or  to  the  amount  of  100/.  or  up- 
ards,  at  any  one  time  (other  than  and  except  interests 
hich  should  be  restricted  to  the  life  of  the  said  Adelaide 
ando,  and  which  should  be  settled  and  limited  to  her 
parate  use  and  disposal),  then,  and  in  every  such  case, 
c  same  should  be  forthwith  conveyed,  assigned,  assured, 
ansferred  and  paid  to  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
ae  being,  so  far  as  the  estates  or  interests  in  such 
tore  property  would  extend,"  upon  the  trusts  therein 
^pressed. 

The  wife  died  in  1859,  leaving  one  child ;  the  husband 
«d  in  1862.  Mrs.  Dando,  the  tenant  for  life  under 
le  deed  of  1822,  died  in  December,  1862,  and  upon 
ar  death  several  sums  exceeding  100/.  comprised  in  the 
^sot  1812  and  1822  became  payable.  The  question 
wn  arose  whether  these  sums  were  included  in  the 
nrenant  to  settle  after-acquired  property.  The  trustees 
rid  the  fund  into  court  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act. 
•  petition  was  thereupon  presented  by  the  trustees  of 
^«  settlement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Dando  for  payment  to 
^  of  the  funds  so  paid  in. 


Mr,  Greene  and  Mr.  Shebbeare  for  the  trustees. 

The  recital  in  the  settlement  clearly  showed  that  it 

•8  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  all  sums  of  money 
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1863.  (over  100/.)  or  otfcer  property  to  which  the  wife  or  her 
JivHDQHE%'A  husband  in  his  right  should  become  entitled  were  lobe 
settled.  This  case  was  clearly  covered  by  the  case  of 
Graffteij  v.  Ilumpage  (a).  In  that  case  a  sum  of  money  by 
an  anterior  instrument  was  settled  upon  the  wife  for  life, 
remainder  to  her  children^  remainder  as  she  should  appomt, 
and  in  default  to  her  executors,  administrators^  or  assignfi. 
It  was  held  to  be  within  the  operation  of  the  covenant 
The  present  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  that  cue. 
The  same  principle  was  laid  down  in  James  v.  Dia'ant[h\ 
In  Ely  the  v.  Granville  {c)  ih^  Vice-Chancellor  of  England 
acted  on  the  same  view.  [JSi  parte  Blake  {d)  wa«  abo 
cited.] 

Mr.  Malms  for  the  administrator  of  the  husband. 

AVhcre  certain  property  belonging  to  the  intended  wife 
either  in  possession  or  reversion  is  not  included  in  tie 
settlement,  unless  by  mistake,  the  only  inference  tht 
can  be  drawn  is  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  tie 
contracting  jiartics  that  it  should  be  brought  into  settk- 
raent.  This  was  the  view  acted  on  by  Vice-Chancclto 
Kindcrslcy  in  the  case  of  Archer  v.  JfLclly  (^).  His  Honour 
observed  that  the  words  '*  becoming  entitled "  meant  tie 
husband  becoming  entitled  by  means  of  the  wiftli 
becoming  entitled,  and  not  in  respect  of  a  right  whii 
the  wife  had.  The  cases  of  Grafftey  v.  Ilumpage  vi 
James  v.  Durant  were  not  approved  by  the  professioBj 
and  the  present  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  had  intimatel 
his  dissent  from  the  doctrines  laid  down  in  these  cafffi 


(a)  1  Bear.  46.  In  Grofftey 
V.  Humpage  the  words  arc, 
"  sliould  at  any  time  thereafter 
during  the  coverture."  In  James 
V.  Durant  the  words  are, "  should 
at  any  time  thereafter."  In 
Blythe  t.  Granville  the  words 
are,  '*  should  during   coverture 


become  entitled."  In  Exp^ 
Blake  the  words  are,  **  sbooU  it 
any  time  thereafter/' 

(h)  2  Beav.  177. 

(o)  13  Sim.  190. 

(d)  16  Bear.  463. 

(e)  1  Drew.  &  S*  300, 308. 
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Hornby  {a);  Vice- Chancellor  Kindersley  also         1868. 

himself  dissatisfied  (i)  with  the  reasoning  in  j^^huohes's 
Granville,  and  indeed  with  Grafftey  v.  Humpage.       Trusts. 
.  Melvill{c)  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  held     Arffument. 
'^enant  in  an  ante-nuptial  settlement^  that  all  the 
estate  to  which  the  wife  shall  become  entitled 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement^  did  not 
poperty  to  which,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
husband  or  the  trustees,  she  was  then  absolutely 
diately  entitled. 

submitted  on  these  authorities  that  the  funds 
1  fallen  in  were  not  within  the  covenant,  and 
passed  to  the  husband's  representative. 
)  Grey  V.  Sttiart  (rf). 


Shebbeare  appeared  for  the  other  parties. 


:-CnANCELLOB  : — 
the  property  is  clearly  within  the  covenant  in 


Judgment, 


In  Arclur  v.  Kelly 
ellor  Kindersley,  re- 
lythe  V.  Granville  (e), 
*I  certainly  had  not 
t  intention  of  inti- 
dissent  from  that  de- 
I,  indeed,  my  present 
ws  that  I  quite  agree 
Iness.  The  obserya- 
B  referred  to  one  part 
•Chancellor's  reason* 
Ase  which  was  as  fol- 
e  covenant,  therefore, 
lies  to  the  property 
wife  wonld  become 
ben  the  coverture  took 
coverture  was  the  fu- 

fcC.  C.  C.  121,129. 
*n  V,  Colvin^  8  Drew. 


turity  referred  to.  Immediately  on 
the  marriage  taking  place  the  wife 
became  entitled  to  the  property 
during  the  coverture.'  The  reason- 
ing, therefore,  was  that,  inasmuch 
as  before  the  marriage  the  lady 
was  not  entitled  during  the  cover- 
ture, and  after  the  marriage  she 
was  entitled  during  the  coverture, 
this  was  such  a  change  of  condi- 
tion with  respect  to  her  interest 
in  the  property  as  brought  it 
within  the  operation  of  the  cove- 
nant :  and  it  was  only  from  this 
portion|of  the  reasoning  I  ventured 
to  express  my  dissent." 

(c)  2  De  a.  &  S.  257. 
{d)  2  Giff.  398. 
\e)  13  Sim.  190. 
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1863.        the  settlement,  and  there  must  be  a  declaration  that  the 
BcHvQHEs*B  petitioners  are  entitled,  and  that  the  stock  be  transferred 

Trusts.        -     .1 
to  them. 

Judgment.         ^\^q  criticisms  made  on  the  case  of  Graffley  v.  Ilumpage 

and  James  y.  Durant  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  well  founded, 

and  I  do  not  feel  myself  justified  on  such  grounds  in 

shaking   the   authorities   of  those   cases,   which,  in  my 

opinion,  are  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  this  Court 


1864. 


July  2. 

Rails  and 
other  chattels 
which  by  the 
terms  of  the 
contract  when 
placed  on  the 
land  became 
the  absolute 
property  of 
the  company, 
the  contractor 
to  have  no 
property 
therein, 
except  the 
right  of  using 
them  on  the 
land  for  the 
purpose  of  the 
works,  except 
on  completion 
of  the  line,  as 
a  condition 
precedent,  the 
plant  was  to 
be  given  to  the 
contractor  as 
part  considera- 
tion, or  if  used 
by  the  com- 
pany to  be 
paid  for— « 
Heldf  not 
liable  to  be 
taken  in 
execution  for 
the  company's 
debts. 


BEESTON  V.  MARRIOTT. 

A  HE  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff*,  who  had  contracted 
with  the  company,  the  Manchester  and  Milford  Railwij 
Company,  for  the  construction  of  that  part  of  the  line 
between  Llanidlos  and  Llanguerig. 

By  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  contract  it  was  stipulated 
that  the  contractor  should  find  and  provide  all  the  plant  and 
materials  necessary  for  carrying  out  the  contract,  &c; 
and  '^  that  from  time  to  time,  as  and  when  any  material 
or  plant  whatsoever  should  be  upon  or  brought  upon  the 
site  of  the  said  works,  or  upon  land  adjoining  thereto  aod 
belonging  to  the  company,  then  and  immediately  there 
upon  the  said  materials  or  plant  should  become  and  be 
the  absolute  property  of  the  company,  and  be  and  be  con- 
sidered as  in  their  possession ;  and  that  the  contractor 
should  have  no  property  therein  or  in  respect  thereof  tt 
law  or  in  equity,  except  the  right  of  using  the  same 
upon  the  premises  of  the  company  merely  for  the  pu^ 
poses  of  the  said  works,  and  except  that,  if  the  contractor 
should  duly  complete  the  whole  of  the  said  contnct, 
then  after  the  full  and  due  completion  of  all  such  works 
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condition  precedent,  the  company  would  give  unto 
contractor,  as  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  his  per- 
lance  of  the  said  contract,  the  said  plant,  unused  and 
onsumed  materials ;  the  bringing  of  the  said  plant 
materials  upon  the  said  premises  by  the  contractor, 
n  the  terms  aforesaid,  being  one  of  the  conditions  for 
company  entering  into  the  said  contract  on  their  part ; 
that  if  any  work  should  be  taken  out  of  the  hands  of 
contractor  by  the  company,  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
)ns  thereinafter  referred  to  or  otherwise  on  account 
kny  default  of  the  contractor,  then  and  in  every  such 
!  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  company,  or  any  person 
1  whom  they  should  contract,  or  whom  they  should 
>loy  for  the  execution  or  prosecution  of  the  same 
k,  to  use  and  employ  therein  all  or  any  part  of  the 
materials  and  plant,  making  only  such  compensation 
•efor,  to  the  contractor,  his  heirs,  executors,  or 
inistrators,  as  the  principal  engineer  of  the  company 
lid  think  just,  and  should  by  writing  under  his  hand 
rd  to  be  paid.*' 

'he  agreement  J  further  provided  that  the  company 
Jd,  as  the  works  proceeded,  make  monthly  payments 
he  contractor,  upon  the  certificates  of  the  engineer, 
:he  full  amount  of  the  work  executed  and  materials 
plied,  less  five  per  cent.,  which  was  to  be  retained  by 
railway  company  as  a  guarantee  fund  for  the  due 
brmance  of  the  contract. 

Tie  works  had  been  prosecuted  and  a  considerable 
ion  of  the  line  completed,  and  large  sums  had  been 
I  to  the  contractor  on  the  certificate -of  the  company's 
ineer.  There  were  upon  the  company's  land  large 
ntities  of  rails,  chairs,  plates,  &c.,  &c.,  used  in  the 
Btniction  of  the  works. 

U  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  execution  hereinafter 
itioned,  the  contractor  had  deposited  upon  the  lands 
ie  railway  company,  for  the  purposes  of  executing 
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his  contract^  large  quantities  of  iron  rails,  rulway  duun, 
fish-plates,  plant  and  materials. 

Messrs.  Marriott  &  Jordan  were  the  solicitors  to  the 
company,  and  claimed  from  the  company  a  sum  of 
5803/.  165.  6rf.  for  bills  of  costs,  for  which  Aey  had 
signed  judgment  against  the  company.  Upon  this  jo^ 
ment  they  on  the  28th  February,  1863,  issued  execatio%| 
and  under  that  execution  the  sherifi^  seized  the  iron  mk\ 
railway  chairs,  fish-plates,  and  other  materials,  on  tbj 
ground  that  by  virtue  of  the  foregoing  clauses  of  tbj 
contract,  coupled  with  the  payments  on  account,  thij 
legal  ownership  of  the  goods  was  absolutely  vested  in 
railway  company,  and  that  the  goods  were  therefinj 
liable  to  be  taken  in  execution. 

The  plaintifi^  thereupon  filed  a  bill  for  an  injuncdoDtij 
restrain  the  sheriff  from  selling  the  goods  seized,  priyii 
for  a  declaration  that  neither  the  defendants,  the  raili 
company,  nor  Messrs.  Marriott  &  Jordan,  had  any 
or  interest  therein,  except  subject  to  the  right  of 
plaintiff  to  use  and  employ  the  same  in  the  coDstruc 
of  the  works,  and  also  subject  to  his  right  to  such 
should  be  unconsumed  on  the  completion  of  the 
tract. 

A  motion  for  an  injunction  was  made  in  March,  1^ 
but  was  directed  by  his  Honour  to  stand  over  till 
hearing  of  the  cause.     The  defendants  agreed  to 
notice  of  motion  for  a  decree,  the  sheriff  in  the  meani 
to  withdraw  from  possession. 


Argument.         Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Bovill  appeared  for  the  pi 
and  contended  that  the  chattels  though  in  one  8«ik 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  company,  they  beloi^' 
the  company,  yet  as  between  the   company  and 
persons  the  company  had  no  absolute  property  in  theft 
Their  title  was  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffi 
as  to  the  use  of  them  for  the  purpose  of  the  worb, 
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ight  to  them  on  the  completion  of  the  works.  It 
mbmitted,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled. 

'•  Malins  and  Mr.  Dickinson^  for  the  execution  credi- 
— Under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  moment  the 
actors  brought  plant  or  materials  on  the  company's 
ad  they  became  the  property  of  the  company  both 
w  and  in  equity. 

e  contractor's  right  to  use  the  plant,  &c.,  and  to  the 
us  after  the  completion  of  the  works,  for  the  purpose 
e  works,  did  not  cut  down  the  absolute  title  of  the 
any,  but  simply  gave  to  the  contractor  a  right  of 
a  for  the  breach  of  the  covenant, 
condly,  the  company  had  in  fact  made  large  payments 
1  gave  them  an  equitable  title. 

'.  Locock  Webbj  for  the  company,   took   the   same 
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'.  Speed  appeared  for  the  sheriff. 

Vice-Chancellor  : — 

e  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  defendants 
iott  and  Jordan,  who  are  creditors  of  the  railway 
any  (also  defendants),  are  entitled  to  take  in  execu- 
^rtain  rails  and  other  chattels  which,  under  an  exe- 
a  issued  by  them  as  creditors  of  the  company,  have 
taken  in  execution  by  the  sheriff, 
te  plaintiff  contends  that  these  rails  and  other  chattels 
lot  the  property  of  the  company  in  such  a  sense  as 
the  company  themselves,  or  any  creditor  of  the  com- 
,  can  deal  with  them  as  the  separate  and  absolute 
jrty  of  the  company,  so  as  to  take  them  in  exe- 
»n. 

le  right  must  be  governed  by  the  stipulations  in  the 
"act. 

has  been  argued,  however,  on  behalf  of  the  creditors 

a  a  2 
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of  the  company,  and  of  the  company  itself,  that,  accordii| 
to  the  stipulations  of  the  contract,  these  rails  and  othr 
chattels,  when  placed  where  they  now  stand  upon  lioj 
taken  by  the  company  for  the  purposes  of  their  undo^ 
taking,  are  by  the  express  terms  of  the  contract  tb 
absolute  property  of  the  company,  and  that  the  p: 
plaintiff  has  no  interest  nor  right  of  property  whatever 
them.  It  is  true  the  contract  says  that,  placed  upon 
ground,  these  chattels  shall  foe  the  absolute  propertj 
the  company,  and  that  the  plaintiff  shall  have  no  pro 
in  them  ;  but  immediately  afterwards  follow  three  ex 
tions,  qualifying  that  absolute  right  of  property  in 
company  which  the  first  words  of  the  contract  give 
them.  These  exceptions  are,  first  of  all,  that  all  tki 
chattels  are  to  be  under  the  dominion  of  the  plun^ 
who  has  the  right  to  use  them;  that  they  shall  be  unda 
his  dominion  for  the  purpose  of  using  them;  that  som' 
of  them  as  shall  not  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
structing  the  railway  when  he  has  completed  his  con 
shall  then  be  given  to  the  plaintiff  as  part  of  the  «»■ 
sideration  for  performing  the  contract.  There  is* 
further  stipulation  that  if,  instead  of  the  plaintiff  osbg 
those  chattels,  circumstances  shall  occur  to  entitle  tl« 
railway  company  to  use  them,  the  ndlway  compMf 
using  them  shall  make  compensation  to  him  in  resperf 
of  them.  It  seems,  therefore,  that  that  absolute  right 
property  in  the  company  which  is  given  to  them  for  tin 
purpose  of  preventing  the  chattels  being  taken  in  execu- 
tion when  on  the  ground  of  the  company  by  any  credit* 
of  the  plaintiff  is  qualified  by  these  important  sti 
lations.  The  right  of  using  them;  the  right,  as  t» 
some  of  them,  of  becoming  absolutely  possessed  of  them; 
the  right  to  demand  compensation  from  the  company  if 
the  company  shall  use  them,  so  qualify  the  right  of  tk« 
company,  and  give  such  a  right  andnnterest  to  the  plain* 
tiff  in  these  chattels,  that  they  cannot  be  considered  tke 
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^pertj  of  the  company  so  as  to  be  taken  in  execution 
any  creditor  of  the  company.  They  are  chattels  upon 
ground  of  the  company  dedicated  to  a  particular  pur- 
e,  in  which  purpose  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
dants  are  interested  as  to  the  use  of  the  chattels ;  and 
ko  the  surplus,  they  are  ultimately  to  become  the 
Jute  property  of  the  plaintiff.  Chattels  in  that 
ation  cannot  be  taken  in  execution.  The  plaintiff  is 
tied  to  the  relief  he  prays.  The  defendants  who 
s  thus,  in  my  opinion,  improperly  taken  these  chattels 
execution,  and  the  railway  company,  who  join  the 
^dants  in  claiming  the  chattels  as  the  absolute  pro- 
*J  of  the  railway  company,  must  pay  the  costs  of  the 
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July  8^9. 

The  trustee 
of  a  sum 
of  8tock,  being 
beneficially 
entitled  to  one 
moiety  undi- 
vided, assigned 
his  interest  to 
a  mortgagee, 
who  placed  a 
diatringatt  on 
the  moiety. 
The  trustee 
afterwards 
sold  out 
a  moiety  and 
absconded. 
On  a  bill  by 
the  cestui  que 
trust  of  a 
moiety,  the 
Court  held 
that  he  was 
entitled  to 
the  remaining 
moiety,  but 
g^ve  the 
mortgagee  his 
costs. 


WILKIN  S  t;.  SIBLEY. 

iJY  a  settlement  dated  the  9th  and  10th  October,  1828, 
executed  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Draper,  reciting 
that  a  sum  of  2700Z.  Three  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities, 
had  been  transferred  into  the  names  of  Francis  WilkiM 
and  Joseph  Wilkins,  as  trustees,  it  was  thereby  dedani 
that  the  said  sum  of  stock,  together  with  certain  other 
property,  was  transferred  to  them  upon  trust,  as  foUon 
viz.,  after  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage  to  paytke 
income  to  the  intended  wife  during  her  life  for  her  sq*- 
rate  use,  and  from  and  after  her  death  to  permit  tb 
intended  husband  to  receive  one  moiety  of  the  inooMl 
during  his  life ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  child  of  tb] 
said  marriage,  on  trust,  after  the  death  of  the6aidflH| 
tended  wife,  and  during  the  life  of  the  said  intended  ko^j 
band,  to  pay  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  income  to  A«j 
Wilkins,  the  mother,  "  if  she  should  be  then  living;  ^\ 
if  not,  then  that  the  said  Francis  Wilkins  and  Joeepl 
Wilkins  should  retain  the  same  moiety  of  the  said  tnii*'J 
moneys  for  their  own  use  in  equal  shares ;"  and  ate] 
the  decease  of  the  said  wife  and  husband,  then  n| 
trust  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  income  to  Ann  Wilkins  1 
her  life,  '*if  she  should  be  then  living;  and  if  notj^ttoj 
that  the  said  F.  Wilkins  and  J.  Wilkins  should  t^\ 
the  whole  of  the  said  trust-moneys  for  their  own  use  i 
equal  shares. 

Mrs.  Draper  died  in  July,  1845,  without  ever  \x(H\ 
had  any  issue. 

Joseph  Wilkins,  the  trustee,  died  in  November,  IMI 
leaving  four  infant  children,  and  having  by  will  ^ 
queathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the  plaintifis,  Leo^ 
Coles  Wilkins    and  John    Bailey,  whom   he  also  V 
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tinted  his  executors  and  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts 
r  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children ;  and  in  case  of 
I  his  children  dying  before  their  shares  became  vested 
spectively,  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the 
id  Francis  Wilkins.  Ann  Wilkins  died  in  1848 ;  and 
•on  after  her  death  Francis  Wilkins  sold  out  a  moiety 
'  the  stock,  and  divided  the  proceeds  between  himself 
id  the  plaintiff,  leaving  1350/.  Three  per  Cent.  Annui- 
ee  standing  in  the  name  of  Francis  Wilkins. 

In  January,  1855,  Francis  Wilkins  mortgaged  certain 
sal  estate  to  the  defendant  Robert  Sibley  to  secure 
OOi  and  interest,  and  in  April  1851  he  assigned  to 
ibley  one  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  stock,  by  way  of 
irther  securing  the  700/.,  and  a  further  advance  of  300/. 
n  October,  1851,  the  moiety  was  again  charged  with  a 
irther  advance  of  250/. 

On  the  5th  May,  1851,  the  defendant  Sibley  obtained 

distringas  on  a  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  Bank 
Annuities.  F.  Wilkins,  in  July,  1852,  without  the  know- 
rfge  of  the  plaintifis,  sold  out  the  sum  of  675/.,  being 
ae  moiety  of  the  said  sum  of  1350/.  Three  per  Cent. 
Jinuities,  and  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  same  to  his 
^a  use.  He  afterwards  absconded. 
James  Draper,  the  husband,  in  May,  1854,  presented  a 
itition  to  the  Court,  upon  which  W.  Edwards  and  the 
Pendant  R.  Sibley  were  appointed  trustees  of  the  inden- 
re  of  the  10th  October,  1828,  and  were  ordered  to 
iUisfer  the  said  sum  of  675/.  Three  per  Cent.  Annuities 
to  court;  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  dividends  of  the 
sidue,  after  payment  of  costs,  should  be  paid  to  James 
Paper  for  his  life,  or  until  further  order ;  also  that  no 
^  of  the  said  sum  of  stock  should  be  sold,  transferred, 

disposed  of  "  without  notice  to  the  executors  of  the 
^d  Joseph  Wilkins,  and  to  the  defendant  Robert  Sibley 
'  his  executors;"  and  it  was  declared  that,  "subject  to 
^y  right  which  the  defendant  Sibley  might  have  under 
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Jvxy  8  fr  9.  WILKIN  S  V.  SIBLEY. 

The  trustee  mJY  a  Settlement  dated  the  9th  and  10th  Octob< 
of  8t(x  ™  being  executed  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Draper, 
beneficially       ^hat  a  sum  of  2700Z.  Three  per  Cent.  Bank  A 

entitled  to  one  ^  * 

moiety  undi-  had  been  transferred  into  the  names  of  Francis 
his  interest  to    &nd  Joseph  Wilkinsy  as  trustees,  it  was  thereby 

thTpiwfri  ^^^^  *^®  ^^^  8^™  ^^  ^^^^^^  together  with  certj 
distringM  on     property,  was  transferred  to  them  upon  trust,  « 

the  moiety.  ,  .        .  ,  . 

The  trustee  VIZ.,  after  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage  to 
•oidTut  income  to  the  intended  wife  during  her  life  for 

a  moiety  and  j.^^^  ^g^  ^^^  (j^^^^  g^jjj  ^^^  y^^^  death  tO  « 
absconded.  '  ^  '^ 

On  a  bill  by  intended  husband  to  receive  one  moiety  of  th< 

trust  of  9,  during  his  life ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  chi 

CoKw  «dd  marriage,  on  trust,  after  the  death  of  th< 

that  he  was  tended  wife,  and  during  the  life  of  the  said  intei 

entitled  to  °     ^ 

the  remaining   band,  to  pay  the  Other  moiety  of  the  said  incoro 

ga^*e  the  "  Wilkins,  the  mother,  "  if  she  should  be  then  liv 
mortgagee  his   jf  ^^^    ^^^^^  ^y^^^  ^j^^  g^jj  Francis  Wilkins  an( 

costs.  ' 

Wilkins  should  retain  the  same  moiety  of  the  sa 
moneys  for  their  own  use  in  equal  shares;''  ] 
the  decease  of  the  said  wife  and  husband,  tl 
trust  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  income  to  Ann  W 
her  life,  '*if  she  should  be  then  living;  and  if  n 
that  the  said  F.  Wilkins  and  J.  Wilkins  shou! 
the  whole  of  the  said  trust-moneys  for  their  oi 
equal  shares. 

Mrs.  Draper  died  in  July,  1845,  without  evei 
had  any  issue. 

Joseph  Wilkins,  the  trustee,  died  in  Novemlx 
leaving  four  infant  children,  and  having  by  \ 
queathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the  plaintiflB, 
Coles  Wilkins    and  John    Bailey,  whom  he  i 
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ted  his  executors  and  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts 
he  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children ;  and  in  case  of 
is  children  dying  before  their  shares  became  vested 
jctively,  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the 
Francis  Wilkins.  Ann  Wilkins  died  in  1848 ;  and 
after  her  death  Francis  Wilkins  sold  out  a  moiety 
le  stock,  and  divided  the  proceeds  between  himself 
the  plaintiff,  leaving  1350/.  Three  per  Cent.  Annui- 
(tanding  in  the  name  of  Francis  Wilkins. 

January,  1855,  Francis  Wilkins  mortgaged  certain 
estate    to    the   defendant  Sobert  Sibley  to  secure 

and  interest,  and  in  April  1851  he  assigned  to 
}y  one  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  stock,  by  way  of 
er  securing  the  700/.,  and  a  further  advance  of  300/. 
tetober,  1851,  the  moiety  was  again  charged  with  a 
ler  advance  of  250/. 

I  Ihe  5th  May,  1851,  the  defendant  Sibley  obtained 
tbringoi  on  a  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  Bank 
oities.  F.  Wilkins,  in  July,  1852,  without  the  know- 
\  of  the  plaintiffs,  sold  out  the  sum  of  675/.,  being 
mmety  of  the  said  sum  of  1 350/.  Three  per  Cent. 
iDtiej,  and  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  same  to  his 
use.  He  afterwards  absconded. 
mes  Draper,  the  husband,  in  May,  1854,  presented  a 
ion  to  the  Court,  upon  which  W.  Edwards  and  the 
idaat  R.  Sibley  were  appointed  trustees  of  the  inden- 
of  the  10th  October,  1828,  and  were  ordered  to 
Ut  the  said  sum  of  675/.  Three  per  Cent.  Annuities 
oocm;  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  dividends  of  the 
ae,  after  payment  of  coets,  should  be  paid  to  James 
Kr  fi)rr  his  life,  or  until  further  order ;  abo  that  no 
of  ti^  saud  ?um  of  stock  should  be  sold,  transferred, 
ifioeed  of  *•'  without  notice  to  the  executors  of  the 
Josefiii  Wilkins,  and  to  the  defendant  Robert  Sibley 
tcxegJUMi*;^  and  it  was  declared  that,  "subject  to 
vhxii  the  defendant  Sibley  might  have  under 


1463. 
Wilkins 

SiBLMT. 

StatifivtnU 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


Tlie  Iniiieu 

of  atock,  b«[ag 
beneficially 
«ntlt1cd  tu  one 
inoiely  undi- 
vided, assigned 
hi«  inlonuit  to 
a  moriifsgee, 
who  placed  a 
ditlriiigc 


thEn 


iety. 


Tlie  trustee 
afterwards 
■old  out 
«  moiety  and 
absconded. 
On  a  bill  by 
the  cratui  que 
(ra»(  of  a 
moiety,  the 
Court  held 
that  he  was 
onl tiled  to 


WILKINS  V.  SIBLEY, 

DY  a  eettlement  dated  the  9tJi  and  lOtli  October,  182*. 
executed  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mra.  Draper,  reciunj 
that  a  Buin  of  21001.  Three  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities 
had  been  transferred  into  the  names  of  Francia  Willin 
and  Joseph  Wilkins,  as  trustees,  it  was  thereby  decltrd 
that  the  said  sum  of  stock,  together  with  certain  otlw 
property,  was  transferred  to  them  upon  trust,  as  follof^ 
viz.,  afler  the  solemnization  of  the  marrii^e  to  pay  Ai 
income  to  the  intended  wife  during  her  life  for  her 
rate  use,  and  from  and  af^er  her  death  to  permit  lb 
intended  husband  to  receive  one  moiety  of  the 
during  his  life ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  child  of  At 
said  marriage,  on  trust,  after  the  death  of  the  nid  >^ 
tended  wife,  and  during  the  life  of  the  sud  intended  ht 
band,  to  pay  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  income  to  AM 
Wilkins,  the  mother,  "  if  she  should  be  then  living;  «J 
if  not,  then  that  the  said  Francis  Wilkins  and  Ja^ 
Wilkins  should  retain  the  same  moiety  of  the  said  tn** 
moneys  for  their  own  use  in  equal  shares;"  and  in> 
the  deceaae  of  the  s^d  wife  and  husband,  then  nf* 
trust  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  income  to  Ann  Wilii»»l 
her  life,  '*if  she  should  be  then  living;  and  if  noCtw 
that  the  sud  F.  Wilkins  and  J.  Wilkins  should  nil 
the  whole  of  the  said  trust-moneys  for  their  own  «•' 
equal  shares. 

Mtb.  Draper  ^ed  in  July,  1845,  without  btw  kni| 
bad  any  issi 

Joseph  Wilkins,  the  trustee,  died  in  November,  1* 
leaving  four  in&ot  children,  and  having  by  »iu  * 
^ueathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the  plaintiffii  I*" 
Wilkins   and- jobn    Bailey,  whom  he  il«  f 
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ited  his  executors  and  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts 
the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children ;  and  in  case  of 
his  children  dying  before  their  shares  became  vested 
)ectively,  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the 
I  Francis  Wilkins.  Ann  Wilkins  died  in  1848 ;  and 
tt  after  her  death  Francis  Wilkins  sold  out  a  moiety 
the  stock,  and  divided  the  proceeds  between  himself 
.  the  plaintiff,  leaving  1350/.  Three  per  Cent.  Annui- 
standing  in  the  name  of  Francis  Wilkins. 
n  January,  1855,  Francis  Wilkins  mortgaged  certain 
I  estate  to  the  defendant  Robert  Sibley  to  secure 
i.  and  interest,  and  in  April  1851  he  assigned  to 
ley  one  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  stock,  by  way  of 
ther  securing  the  700/.,  and  a  further  advance  of  300/. 
October,  1851,  the  moiety  was  again  charged  with  a 
ther  advance  of  250/. 

)q  the  5th  May,  1851,  the  defendant  Sibley  obtained 
iktringcu  on  a  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  Bank 
inuities.  F.  Wilkins,  in  July,  1852,  without  the  know- 
ge  of  the  plaintifis,  sold  out  the  sum  of  675/.,  being 
>  moiety  of  the  said  sum  of  1350/.  Three  per  Cent, 
amities,  and  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  same  to  his 
n  use.  He  afterwards  absconded. 
rames  Draper,  the  husband,  in  May,  1854,  presented  a 
Stion  to  the  Court,  upon  which  W.  Edwards  and  the 
hadant  R.  Sibley  were  appointed  trustees  of  the  inden- 
*  of  the  10th  October,  1828,  and  were  ordered  to 
Mbr  the  said  sum  of  675/.  Three  per  Cent.  Annuities 
oooort;  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  dividends  of  the 
■doe,  after  payment  of  costs,  should  be  paid  to  James 
ijpwf  for  his  life,  or  until  further  order ;  also  that  no 
^of  the  said  sum^.of  stock  should  be  sold,  transferred, 
v^posed  of  **  without  notice  to  the  executors  of  the 
t  JoaefAi  Wilkins,  and  to  the  defendant  Robert  Sibley 
4i  executors;''  and  it  was  declared  that,  "  subject  to 
<1|^  which  the  defendant  Sibley  might  have  under 
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The  trustee 
of  a  sum 
of  8tock,  being 
beneficially 
entitled  to  one 
moiety  undi- 
Tided,  assigned 
his  interest  to 
a  mortgagee, 
who  placed  a 
distringas  on 
the  moiety. 
The  trustee 
afterwards 
sold  out 
a  moiety  and 
absconded. 
On  a  bill  by 
the  cestui  que 
trust  of  a 
moiety,  the 
Court  held 
that  he  was 
entitled  to 
the  remaining 
moiety,  but 
gave  the 
mortgagee  his 
costs. 


WILKIN  S  t;.  SIBLEY. 

1)Y  a  settlement  dated  the  9th  and  10th  October,  1828, 
executed  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Draper,  reciting 
that  a  sum  of  2700Z.  Three  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities, 
had  been  transferred  into  the  names  of  Francis  Wilkim 
and  Joseph  Wilkins,  as  trustees,  it  was  thereby  declared 
that  the  said  sum  of  stock,  together  with  certain  other 
property,  was  transferred  to  them  upon  trust,  as  followi» 
viz.,  after  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage  to  pay  Ae 
income  to  the  intended  wife  during  her  life  for  her  wfr 
rate  use,  and  from  and  after  her  death  to  permit  tk 
intended  husband  to  receive  one  moiety  of  the  incooi 
during  his  life ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  child  of  tk 
said  marriage,  on  trust,  after  the  death  of  the  said  io* 
tended  wife,  and  during  the  life  of  the  said  intended  \^ 
band,  to  pay  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  income  to  Am 
Wilkins,  the  mother,  "  if  she  should  be  then  living;  vi 
if  not,  then  that  the  said  Francis  Wilkins  and  Joeepl 
Wilkins  should  retain  the  same  moiety  of  the  said  tnn^ 
moneys  for  their  own  use  in  equal  shares;"  and  itej 
the  decease  of  the  said  wife  and  husband,  then  up*; 
trust  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  income  to  Ann  WiUawfej 
her  life,  ''if  she  should  be  then  living;  and  if  not,"  tie! 
that  the  said  F.  Wilkins  and  J.  Wilkins  should  r«^ 
the  whole  of  the  said  trust-moneys  for  their  own  ufic* 
equal  shares. 

Mrs.  Draper  died  in  July,  1845,  without  ever  \aM 
had  any  issue. 

Joseph  Wilkins,  the  trustee,  died  in  November,  1W*» 
leaving  four  infant  children,  and  having  by  will  "^ 
queathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the  plaintiffs,  L^^^ 
Coles  Wilkins    and  John    Bailey,  whom   he  alflo  V 
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inted  his  executors  and  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts 
'  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children ;  and  in  case  of 

his  children  dying  before  their  shares  became  vested 
jpectively,  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  the 
d  Francis  Wilkins.  Ann  Wilkins  died  in  1848 ;  and 
3n  after  her  death  Francis  Wilkins  sold  out  a  moiety 

the  stock,  and  divided  the  proceeds  between  himself 

d  the  plaintiff,  leaving  1350/.  Three  per  Cent.  Annui- 

«  standing  in  the  name  of  Francis  Wilkins. 

In  January,  1855,  Francis  Wilkins  mortgaged  certain 

al  estate    to    the   defendant  Robert  Sibley  to  secure 

02.  and    interest,  and  in  April   1851    he  assigned  to 

bley  one  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  stock,  by  way  of 

rther  securing  the  700/.,  and  a  further  advance  of  300/. 

I  October,  1851,  the  moiety  was  again  charged  with  a 

rther  advance  of  250/. 

Oq  the  5  th  May,  1851,  the  defendant  Sibley  obtained 

distringas  on  a  moiety  of  the  sum  of  1350/.  Bank 
nnuities.  F.  Wilkins,  in  July,  1852,  without  the  know- 
Igeof  the  plaintifis,  sold  out  the  sum  of  675/.,  being 
e  moiety  of  the  said  sum  of  1 350/.  Three  per  Cent, 
nnuities,  and  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  same  to  his 
^n  use.  He  afterwards  absconded. 
James  Draper,  the  husband,  in  May,  1854,  presented  a 
tition  to  the  Court,  upon  which  W.  Edwards  and  the 
fendant  R.  Sibley  were  appointed  trustees  of  the  inden- 
re  of  the  10th  October,  1828,  and  were  ordered  to 
Mwfer  the  said  sum  of  675Z.  Three  per  Cent.  Annuities 
to  court;  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  dividends  of  the 
8idue,  after  payment  of  costs,  should  be  paid  to  James 
faper  for  his  life,  or  until  further  order ;  also  that  no 
^  of  the  said  sum  of  stock  should  be  sold,  transferred, 

disposed  of  "  without  notice  to  the  executors  of  the 
*d  Joseph  Wilkins,  and  to  the  defendant  Robert  Sibley 

kis  executors ;"  and  it  was  declared  that,  "  subject  to 
y  right  which  the  defendant  Sibley  might  have  under 
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or  by  virtue  of  any  mortgage  security  thereby  vested  in 
him,"  so  much  of  the  said  675/.  as  should  be  sold  as  afore' 
should  be  replaced  out  of  a  share  to  which  F.  Wilkina 
should  be  entitled  in  a  sum  of  250/.,  part  of  the  mi 
trust  property. 

By  payment  of  costs  the  sum  of  675/.  was  subse- 
quently reduced  to  612/.  3^.  Three  per  Cent  Annuities. 
James  Draper  died  in  I860,  and  upon  his  death  the 
plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  absolutely  entitled  to  the  sum  of 
612/.  stock.  The  defendant  Robert  Sibley  claimed  the 
stock  as  assignee  of  Francis  Wilkins.  The  bill  was 
filed  for  the  administration  of  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment. 

The  plaintiffs  charged  by  their  amended  bill,  "thit 
F.  Wilkins,  when  he  sold  the  said  675/.  Bank  Annuities, 
intended  to  sell  the  moiety  of  the  said  1350/.  Bank 
Annuities  to  which  he  was  entitled,  and  not  that  to 
which  plaintiffs  were  entitled,  and  as  evidence  thereof 
they  showed  that  in  a  letter  from  the  said  F.  Wilkins  to 
the  said  defendant  Sibley,  without  date,  but  received  by 
the  defendant  in  July,  1858,  and  now  in  defendant*a  pos- 
session, the  said  F.  Wilkins  admitted  that  fact. 

The  defendant  Sibley  by  his  answer  submitted  thit, 
if  the  plaintiffs  had  placed  a  distringas  on  their  moiety  of 
the  fund,  which  they  had  neglected  to  do,  the  whole 
sum  would  have  been  protected  from  the  improper 
transfer.  He  also  adduced  evidence  to  show  thit 
F.  Wilkins  intended  to  have  sold  out  the  whole  sum  if 
he  had  not  been  prevented  by  the  distringas. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Cracknall  for  tlie  plaintiff.— Tw 
principle  to  govern  this  case  is  well  settled,  that  where 
a  trustee,  having  a  beneficial  interest  in  part  of  the  esl*t« 
of  which  he  is  trustee,  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  hJ« 
cestui  que  trust  is  entitled  to  have    the   trustee's  sk*^ 

• 

applied  to  make  good  the  monies  that  have  been  nu^ 
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orris  v.  Livie{.a\  In  the  case  of  Brandon  v. 
the  Lords  Justices  by  their  decree  ad- 
)riuciple  laid  down  in  Morris  v.  Livie, 
ere  the  true  view  of  the  law,  the  plaintiffs 
n  the  stocky  and  no  notice  or  distringas  could 
The  purchaser  took  it  subject  to  all  prior 
d  could  not  set  up  his  purchase  against  the 
ight :  Greswold  v.  Marsham{c\  Toulmin  v. 
^arry  v.  Wright{e),  Brown  v.  Stead(f). 

m  and  Mr.  Walford  for  the   defendant — In 
was  quite  clear  the  defendant  preserved  the 
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idant  had  done  all  in  his  power  to  perfect  his 
d  the  plaintiffs  had  done  nothing.  In  Utty  v. 
where  there  was  no  trustee  to  whom  notice 
ren,  because  a  mortgagee  of  stock  did  not  by 
r  otherwise  attempt  to  perfect  his  security,  a 
,  without  notice  of  his  incumbrance,  advanced 
lie  stock  and  obtained  a  distringas^  was  held 
►rity.  Case  v.  James  (h),  Mocatta  v.  Murga^ 
^atts  V.  Symes  {j\  Kekewich  v.  Manning  (A), 
bbott{r),  Irbg  \.  Irby{m)y  Lewin  on  TnLsts{n). 

Chancellor: — 

ee  who  has  also  himself  an  interest  in  the  trust 
IS  his  beneficial  interest  therein,  and  then 
)reach  of  trust  by  abstracting  any  part  of  the 
the  other   cestuis  que   trusty    as    against    the 
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.  &  J.  324. 
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210. 

c  St.  369;  5  Rush. 

535 ;  2  David.  249. 
C.  C.  C.  480—494. 


(A)  3  De  G.  F.  &  J.  256. 
(t)  1  P.  Wms.  393. 
(J)  16  Sim.  640. 
(k)  1  De  G.  M.  v<:  G.  176. 
(I)  Llovd  &  G.  tern.  Sug.  246, 
251. 
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assignee  of  the  trustee's  beneficial  interest,  have  a  clear 
equity  to  have  the  fund  under  the  control  of  the  Court 
applied  to  make  good  that  breach  of  trust.     In  the  ctse 
of  Morris  v.  Livie{a)  that  principle  was  established,  tod 
it  is  a  doctrine  recognised  by  many  anterior  cases.    In  the 
case  of  Ilopkhis  v.  Gowar  (Jb)  the  same  question  occurred. 
The  question  there  was  as  to  a  devastavit.     Sir  A.  Hart 
says,  **  If  an  executor  assigns  his  legacy  and  afterwards 
is  guilty  of  a  devastavit^  the  Court  will  lays  its  hand  on 
the  legacy,  disregarding   the   assignment.     Even  if  he 
was  a  stranger,  the  assignee  of  such  a  legatee  takes  onl3r 
what  the  decree  shall  adjudge  to  him;  and  if  an  executor* 
misconducts  himself  so  that  when  the  accounts  are  finally^ 
wound  up   he   is    subject  to   costs,  the  assignee  of  hi^ 
legacy  must  bear  the  consequence." 

According  to  that  view  of  the  law,  at  the  time  whe^' 
the  defendant  Sibley  proceeded  to  put  a  distringas  on  tb.^ 
stock,  the  stock  u{)on  which  he  was  going  to  apply  tta-^ 
distringas  was  subject  to  the  equity  claimed  by  the  bill- 
That  proposition  cannot  be  questioned.  But  the 
ment  here  has  turned  princii)ally  upon  the  eiFect  of 
distringas.  I  have  been  unable  to  see  upon  what  possil 
ground  the  distringas  in  any  degree  relieved  the  fund 
which  it  was  placed  from  the  equity  which  attached  to 
before  the  distringas  was  issued.  The  effect  of  the  f 
tringas  is  notice ;  the  object  of  it  being  that  the  fii.x»<* 
should  not  be  touched  without  the  claim  of  the  person  wls^ 
serting  bein;:^  discussed.  In  the  case  cited,  the  view  o/ 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  would  seem  to  be  that  a  dis' 
tringas  has  much  higher  operation  than  notice  upon  a  fund 
in  the  trusU^e  s  uands,  because  a  distringas  makes  itrnpos^ 
siblc  that  a  fund  should  be  dealt  with  at  all;  where  tberf 
is  a  distringas  on  stock,  the  Bank  of  England  gives  Witke 
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to  the  issuer  that  unless  he  takes  proceedings  in  a  short 

time  to  assert  his  right  the  distringas  will  be  disregarded. 

But  a  trustee  who  has  received  notice  has  no  right  to  say 

that,  unless  the  party  files  a  bill  to  assert  his  claim,  the 

notice  shall  be  disregarded ;  and  any  trustee  who  should 

aay  that  would  still  remain  liable  to  the  consequences  of 

notice,  and  his  requisition  to  take  proceedings  might  be 

disregarded.      Therefore,  but  for  the  dicta  referred  to 

I  should  not  have  thought  that  the  distringas  or  notice 

could  have  aflfected  the  right.      No  doubt  great  weight 

M  due  to  observations  made  by  the  learned  judge,  and, 

although  I  do  not  find  in  that  case  that  the  other  Lord 

Justice  took  the  same  view,  still  the  opinion  so  expressed 

carries  with  it  the  weight  which  is  justly  due  to  it. 

The  purpose  of  a  distringas  is  to  prevent  a  fund  being 

dealt  with  without  the  person  who  issues  it  having  an 

opportunity  of  asserting  his  claim.     Here,  then,  it  seems 

*o  ine  the  fund   in  question  was  clearly  liable  to  the 

fixity  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  when  the  defendant 

Sibley  went  to  the  Bank  with  this  distringas. 

It:  has  been  said  that  the  effect  of  a  distj'ingas  is  pre- 

.y  the  same  as  if  this  fund  had  been  taken  out  of  the 

of  one  trustee  and  put  into  the  name  of  another 

^'^^tee.     If  that  had  been  really  done,  other  considera- 

^oj:^^  would*  arise ;  but,  practically,  the  distringas  had  no 

^^^ti  effect;    the  effect  was  to  give  to  Sibley  an  oppor- 

^^■^ty  to  establish  his  right  to  the  fund  in  a  court  of 

^^xity. 

-I^t;  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  Sibley  to  see,  he 

"^^^:ig  entitled  to  half  the  fund,  that  he  took  his  assignment 

^^^ect  to  the  equity  of  the  plaintiff.     A  distringtis  has 

^^  ^fiTect  whatever  as  against  the  assignor ;  but  the  party 

^^Bt  take  subject  to  the  same  equity  as  before.     The 

*^ignment   can    only  be  taken  as  operating  like  other 

^^^ds  between  assignor  and  assignee. 
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On  a  full  view  of  the  whole  case  I  must  hold  that  the 
effect  of  a  distringas  was  not  to  take  away  the  equity 
which  so  existed  in  another  person,  in  respect,  oot  of 
that  share,  but  of  the  other  share. 

Then  it  is  said,  the  defendant's  diligence  has  preserved 
the  fund — that  but  for  him  there  would  be  no  fund  at  all 
for  the  adjudication  of  the  Court ;  but  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
know  what  right  the  defendant  has  to  half  the  fund 
Certainly  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  w^hole  fund :    then  by 
what  right  is  he  entitled  to  half?     It  may  be  said  that 
he  has  not  been  acting  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for  the 
benefit  of   the  plaintiff    himself.     Still,   the   argument, 
though  it  fails  on  the  main  question,  is  yet  entitled  to 
som  eweight  on  the  subject  of  costs,  though  the  fund  remaiae 
subject  to  tlie  equity  of  the  plaintiff.  Upon  the  question  of 
costs  the  case  stands  thus: — Unless  the  fund  had  remuned 
in  court  this  equity  could  not  have  been  asserted  at  all' 
But  it  is  through  the  act  of  the  defendant  that  the  fund  i^ 
in  existence.     I  do  not  think  that,  where  a  bill  is  framefS- 
with  a  view  of  having  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  esta-^ 
blished,    I   can   very  well    saddle  the  defendant  Siblej?" 
with   the   costs  of  the  suit  so  far  as  it  relates    to  \a^' 
adverse  claim.      There  is  no  reason  certainly  why  h^ 
should  have  placed  the  distringas  u{)on  the  whole  fundi- 
But,  looking  at  the  fact  that  he  has  done  something  whict^ 
has  preserved  the  fund,  I  should  be  dealing  hardly  witB^ 
him  if  I  were  to  make  him  pay  the  costs.      The  case  o* 
of  Toulmin  v.  Steere  is  said  to  have  no  application  in  thi  ^ 
case,  and  it  has  indeed  been  said  that  that  case  is  not  tlm^ 
law  of  the  Court ;  but  it  is  of  great  importance  that  cas^s 
should    not   be    shaken   and  their    authority    weakened- 
There    is   nothing    in   Lord   St.    Leonards'  great  work 
upon  vendors  and  purchasers  to  impugn  the  authority  of 
Toulmin   v.    Steere^    although    the   decision   was  given 
against  his  own  argument  and  that  of  Sir  S.  Romilly. 
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I  think  the  case  is  clearly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff, 
]d  at  the  same  time  that  there  is  no  case  to  deprive  the 
sfendant,   who   has   been   a   diligent  assignee,  of   his 
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y  his  will,  dated  in  1844,  Edward  Gostling,  the  tes- 
^ir,  devised  all  those  eight  acres  of  land  situate  in 
••"tlington,  in  the  county  of  Norfolk,  unto  his  wife 
.x*j  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  remainder  to 
^H  Gostling  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  their  heirs  and 
^ns  for  ever. 

C*lie  testator  died  the  same  year. 

Shortly  after  the  testator's  death,  the  Lynn  and  Ely 

Iway  Company  served  a  notice   that  they  required 

land  devised  by  the  testator's  will,  for  the  purposes 

tVieir  Act.     Ultimately  an  arrangement  was   come  to 

"^hich  Mary  Gostliug,  the  tenant  for  life,  and  John 

L    Elizabeth  Gostling,  agreed   to  sell  the  land  to  the 

i^pany  for  the  sum  of  900/.      On   the   28th    April, 

tC,  by  an  indenture  of  that  date  between  Mary  Gost- 

B  and  John  and  Elizabeth  Gostling  of  the  one  part, 

i    the    railway  com[)any   of  the    other  part,    it    was 

^Hessed  as  follows : — 

**  We,  Mary  Gostling,  of  &c.,  and  John  and  Elizabeth 
^^tling,  of  &c.,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  900/.  paid 


July  10,  11, 
13. 
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to  US  pursuant  to  the  Lynn  and  Ely  Kailway  Act,  1845 
by  the  Lynn  and  Ely  Railway  Company,  incorporated  bj 
the  said  Act ;  and  I,  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  the  sud  Johi 
Gostling,  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  do,  and  ead 
and  every  of  us  doth,  according  to  our  respective  estate 
and  interests  therein,  hereby  convey  to  the  said  company 
their  successors  and  assigns,  all  that  piece  or  parcel  o 
arable  land," containing  8a.  Or.  29p.,  more  or  less,  bounded 
&c.,  together  with  all  ways,  rights  and  appurtenance 
thereto  belonging,  and  all'  such  estate,  right,  title,  an' 
interest  in  and  to  the  same  as  we  or  any  or  either  of  a 
are  or  is  or  shall  become  seised  or  possessed  of,  or  are  or  i 
by  the  said  Act  empowered  to  convey  To  hold  the  premise 
to  the  said  company,  their  successors  and  assigns  for  evei 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  sal 
Act." 

The  deed  was  in  the  form  set  forth  in  the  Schedule  1 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  1* 
and  was  in  pursuance  of  the  7th  section  of  the  Act  . 
was  signed  and  delivered  by  the  three  parties  there 
mentioned,  but  was  not  acknowledged  by  Mrs.  Gos 
ling.  The  purchase-money  was  invested  in  the  sum 
914/.  2s.  Sd.  Consols,  in  the  names  of  Mary  Gostlin; 
John  Gostling,  and  James  Raven ;  and  by  an  indentu 
or  deed  of  trust,  which  was  executed  by  Mary  Gostlin; 
John  Gostling,  and  James  Raven  alone,  but  was  m 
executed  or  assented  to  by  Elizabeth  Gostling,  it  w 
declared  that  the  dividends  should  be  paid  to  Mary  Goe 
ling  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  that  the  sto* 
should  be  transferred  to  and  to  the  use  of  John  Gostlin 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns. 

John  Gostling  died  in  November,  1852,  having  by  1 
will,  dated  the  21st  July,  1841,  devised  all  his  lands  a: 
hereditaments,  in  the  county  of  Norfolk,  with  the  appu 
tenances,  and  all  his  estate  and  interest  therein,  with  ti 
rights,  members,  and  appurtenances   thereto  belonging, 
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Tinto  his  wife  Elizabeth  Gostling,  and  her  assigns^  to 
hold  the  same  to  her  for  her  life ;  and  after  her  decease  he 
gave  and  devised  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments  unto  his 
son,  the  defendant  Samuel  Gostling,  to  hold  the  same 
with  the  appurtenances  unto  the  said  Samuel^  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever.  He  bequeathed  all  his  personal 
estate  of  every  description  to  his  said  wife,  Elizabeth 
Gostling,  whom  he  appointed  his  sole  executrix. 

Elizabeth  Gostling  survived  her  husband;   she  made 
no  disposition  of  real  estate,  but  by  her  will  dated  6th 
February,  1850,  bequeathed  all  her  personal  estate  to 
J^er   two   sons    Samuel   and  John,  whom   she   also   ap- 
pointed her  executors,  upon  trust,  for  all  her  children 
who    should  attain  twenty-one,  or  die   under  that   age 
leaving  issue,  share  and  share  alike.     Samuel  Gostling 
was  her  heir-at-law. 

The  tenant  for  life,  Mary  Gostling,  died  on  the  5th 
January,  1858.  On  her  death,  Samuel  Gostling  elaimed 
Ae  tirust  fund  as  land.  The  other  children  of  Elizabeth 
claiixied  to  be  entitled  to  share  therein,  as  being  personal 
est^-te.  In  1860,  Samuel,  the  heir,  became  bankrupt, 
but  Iiis  assignees  disclaimed. 

Tke  7th   section  of  the  Act,  8  &  9  Vic.  c,  18,  is  as 
follows :  — "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  all  parties  being  seised, 
possessed  of,  or  entitled  to,  any  such  lands  or  any  estate, 
or  interest  therein,  to  convey  or  sell,  or  release  the  same 
to  "the  promoters  of  the  undertaking,  and  to  enter  into 
•W  necessary  agreements  for  that  purpose ;  and  particu- 
larly it  shall  be  lawful  for  all  or  any  of  the  following 
Parties  so  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled  as  aforesaid,  so  to 
^^9  convey,  or  release  (that  is  to  say),  all  corporations, 
tenants  in  tail  or  for  life,  married  women  seised  in  their 
<*^  rigkty  or  entitled  to  dower,  &c.,  and  the  power  so 
*^  sell  and  convey  or  release  as  aforesaid,  &c.,  may  law- 
^Uy  be  exercised  by  all  such  parties,  &c. ;     and  as  to 
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^  election  to  enjoy  it  as  money, 

^ii  this  part  of  the  case  there  is  a 

"*^^ce  tending  to  show  that  the  right  of 

^^cised.      This  part  of  the  argument 

*   land  was  converted  into  money  which 

^^racter  of  land,  and  must  be  considered 

^^me  act  of   election  was  shown.     The 

to  show  that  the  parties  entitled  to  it 

It  as  money,  and  not  as  land.     But  the 

It  this  money  was  impressed   with    the 

nd,  and  that  it  required  some  act,  as  an 

to  entitle  those  who  claim  it  to  enjoy  it 

18  to  me  not  warranted  by  an  accurate  view 

of  the  transaction  by  which  the  conversion 

k  place.    It  was  not  by  the  intervention 

but  by  an  agreement  entered  into  out  of 

3  railway  company   under  the  statutory 

Act,  that  a  bargain  was  made  to  sell  the 
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such  married  women,  whether  they  be  of  full  age  or  not, 
as  if  they  were  sole  and  of  full  age,"  &c. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  the  children  of  ElizabeA. 

Mr.  Malins.  —  The  interest  of  Mrs.  Gostling  was 
clearly  that  of  a  married  woman  seized  in  her  own  right, 
and,  if  so,  was  within  the  Act.  It  was  true  that  her 
husband  was  jointly  seized  with  her,  but  that  did  not 
cut  down  her  right.  If  she  was  not  seized  in  her  own 
right,  what  was  her  interest  ?  But  if  she  were,  the  deed 
under  the  operation  of  the  7  th  section  effected  a  conver- 
sion of  the  land. 

Secondly,  if  not  converted  under  the  Act,  by  the 
election  of  all  parties  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  were 
treated  as  personal  estate. 

\JPye  V.  Dauhuz  (a)  was  cited.] 

Mr.  Bacoriy  Mr.  Craig^  and  Mr.  W.  H.  TerrelU  for 
the  heir. — The  7  th  section  contained  no  words  authorising 
the  disposition  by  a  married  woman,  of  an  interest  of 
this  nature,  by  a  simple  deed  without  acknowledgment 
Mrs.  Gostling  was  "  not  a  married  woman  seized  in  her 
own  right."  She  and  her  husband  were  tenants  bj 
entireties  of  the  reversion  in  the  land ;  her  husband  W 
not  any  right,  as  against  her,  to  alien  any  part  of  the 
land;  but  on  his  death  in  her  life-time  the  entiretf 
belonged  to  her (^).  She  was  not  '^seized"  during  the 
life-time  of  Mary  Gostling,  because  there  can  be  no  seism 
of  an  estate  not  in  possession.  The  deed,  therefore,  was  in- 
operative under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  as  againt>t  the 
wife,  and,  not  being  acknowledged,  it  was  a  mere  nullity. 
There  was,  therefore,  no  conversion  of  the  land  into  money, 
but   the   purchase-money  remained    impressed  widi  the 

(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  595.  (b)  Preston  on  Abstracts,  39,41,43. 
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"acter  of  land,  and,  Mrs.  Goatling  having  died  intestate 
3  realty,  it  passed  to  her  heir-at-law.  [They  cited  Ex 
e  Cramer  (a),  and  Midland  Railway  v.  Oswin  (A).] 
'here  was  no  evidence  to  show  any  acquiescence  on 
part  of  Samuel  Gostling  that  the  consideration  for 
purchase  should  be  treated  as  money. 
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[r.  Graham  Hastings  appeared  for  the  assignees. 


I  Vice-Chancellor: — 

'his  bill  is  framed  with  a  view  to  establish  the  right 
he  plaintiff  to  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  land 
I  railway  company  as  personal  property.  For  the 
ndant  it  is  insisted  that  that  money,  although  per- 
il property,  has  impressed  upon  it  the  character  of 
I,  and  that  no  act  was  ever  done  by  the  person  entitled 
be  money  to  manifest  an  election  to  enjoy  it  as  money, 
not  as  land.  Upon  this  part  of  the  case  there  is  a 
1  deal  of  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  right  of 
ition  was  exercised.  This  part  of  the  argument 
mies  that  the  land  was  converted  into  money  which 
dned  the  character  of  land,  and  must  be  considered 
land  until  some  act  of  election  was  shown.  The 
icnce  goes  to  show  that  the  parties  entitled  to  it 
;ted  to  take  it  as  money,  and  not  as  land.  But  the 
imption  that  this  money  was  impressed  with  the 
racter  of  land,  and  that  it  required  some  act,  as  an 
of  election,  to  entitle  those  who  claim  it  to  enjoy  it 
noney,  seems  to  me  not  warranted  by  an  accurate  view 
the  nature  of  the  transaction  by  which  the  conversion 
)  money  took  place.  It  was  not  by  the  intervention 
ihis  Court,  but  by  an  agreement  entered  into  out  of 
rt  with  the  railway  company  under  the  statutory 
rers  of  the  Act,  that  a  bargain  was  made  to  sell  the 
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land  and  convey  it>  and  to  take  the  money  as  purchase- 
money  instead  of  land.     But  for  the  7th  section  of  the 
Act  such  a  transaction  could  not  have  been  effected,  be 
cause  the  case  is  one  in  which  Elizabeth  GostUng,  de 
person  in  whose  right  those  who  now  claim  the  monej 
are  entitled^  was  at  the  date  of  the  transaction  under  the 
disability  of  coverture ;  and  the  land  in  question^  as  to 
her  reversionary  interest,  was  in  the  anomalous  poai- 
tion   in  which   in   this   country  real  property  is  placed 
during  coverture  where  land  is  the  property  of  the  wife. 
That,    however,  is  of   little  importance,    because  tbe 
question  now  to  be  decided  is  whether  the  transaction  of 
the  sale  to  the  railway  company  of  this  land,  and  the  con- 
version of  it  into  money,  was  a  transaction  authorised  bj 
the  7th  section.     The  preliminary  words  of  the  7th  sectioD 
of  the  Lands  Claused  Act  are  wide  and  general;  td 
the  words  relied  upon  in  the  argument  for  the  invalidity 
of  the  deed  under  this  clause,  '*  married  women  seized 
in  their  own  right,"  do  not  appear  to  me,  looking  at  the 
construction  of  the  whole  of  this  section  taken  together, 
to  describe  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  a  married  wodub 
which  is  in  any  way  different  from  the  interest  which  tbe 
married  woman  in  this  case  had  in  land.     But  suppoM 
the  construction  of  the  Act  otherwise,  and  the  transactioa 
invalid:  in  that  case  the  land  would  be  recoverable tf 
land  by  those  who  claim  under  her.      She  cannot  be 
entitled  to   the   money   if  there  has   been  no  coDve^ 
sion. 

It  is  said,  however,  by  the  defendant,  who  contendithit 
there  has  been  no  conversion,  and  claims  the  moneT  tf 
land,  that  he  does  not  seek  to  impugn  the  title  of  tb« 
railway  company ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  follow  this  arp*" 
ment,  because  if  he  claims  the  money  he  must  admit  tbe 
title  of  the  railway  company  to  the  land,  and  mitft 
thereby  admit  the  conversion.  If  the  transaction  witb 
the  railway  company  was  valid,  which  all  parties  aeem 
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;o  admit)   the  defendant's  title  is  gone,  because  there 
nust  necessarily  have  been  a  conversion. 

In  no  view  of  the  case  can  the  defendant  claim  the 
money  except  as  through  the  wife,  who,  as  the  evidence 
shows,  dealt  with  it  as  money.  The  plaintiffs,  therefore, 
have  established  their  right  to  a  decree,  which  must  be 
for  payment  of  one-seventh  of  the  fund  to  the  plaintiffs, 
with  interest  from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
ooets.  The  costs  of  the  assignees  from  the  date  of  the 
disclaimer  must  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs. 


455 
1608. 

COOPBR 

V, 

GOSTLING. 

Judgmmit, 


H  H  2 


456 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 


18G3. 
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Demurrer  to 
a  bill  alleging 
that  the 
defendants 
had  receired 
monies  on 
behalf  of  the 
plaintifi;  of 
which  he  coold 
obtain  no  ac- 
count  without 
discovery — 
Allowed  with 
costs. 

Where  the 
relation 
between  a 
principal  and 
agent  partakes 
of  a  fiduciary 
character,  this 
Court  has 
Jurisdiction, 
and  will 
direct  an 
account, 
though  the 
receipts  and 
payments  are 
all  on  one 
side. 

Phillips  V. 
PhUlipSf 
0  Hare,  471, 
and  IHntoid- 
dis  Y.  Baily, 
6  Ves.  136, 
considered. 


HEMINGS  V.  PUGH, 

J.  HIS  was  a  demurrer. 

The  bill  prayed  for  an  account  of  all  moneys  recciyed 
by  the  defendant  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 

That  the  defendant  might  make  a  full  discovery  of  iD 
sums  received  by  the  defendant  for  or  on  account  of  the 
plaintiff^  and  might  produce  and  leave  with  the  Clerk  of 
Records  and  Writs  all  books,  papers,  accounts,  and  other 
documents  containing  any  entries  of  any  sums  chargel 
by  the  defendant  to  any  persons  as  paid  to  the  plsuntiC 
and  wholly  or  partially  paid  to  the  defendant  by  any  fsoA 
persons,  or  otherwise  received  by  the  defendant  for  or  ob 
account  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  defendant  miglrt 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  what  on  taking  such  account  might  be 
found  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant  in  respect 
of  the  receipts  by  the  defendant  for  or  on  account  of  the 
plaintiff:  the  plaintiff  being  ready  and  willing  to  oilc 
all  just  allowances. 

The  bill,  as  amended,  alleged  that  the  defendant  id 
received  on  the  plaintiff's  account  numerous  sums  d 
money,  of  which  the  amounts  and  particulars  were  unknown 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  bill  charged  that  it  was  the  dutf 
of  the  defendant  to  have  accounted  for  and  paid  sack 
sums  received  by  him  as  aforesaid  to  the  plaintiff;  thit 
the  defendant  had  neglected  to  j)ay  such  sums  to  the 
plaintiff  or  to  render  any  account  for  the  same,  though 
the  plaintiff  had  made  numerous  applications  for  an  ic* 
count  and  payment.  The  bill  charged  that  the  defesdint) 
being  pressed  to  examine  his  books  and  documents  oo 
the  9th  November,  1862,  did  pay  to  the   plaintiff  the 
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1  of  9/.  Ss.  on  account  of  the  sums  which  defendant 
ted  he  had  discovered  that  he  had  received  on  account 
the  plaintiff.  The  bill  charged  that  the  defendant  on 
t  occasion  told  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  make  fur- 
r  search  among  his  books  and  documents^  but  the 
'endant  had  neglected  to  do  so ;  but  sometimes  alleged 
had  not  time,  and  at  other  times  that  he  had  put 
t  books  and  papers  away,  and  he  would  not  have  put 
fin  awaj  if  they  had  been  required  for  any  purpose, 
I  that  therefore  nothing  would  be  found  due  to  the 
intiff. 

rhe  bill  also  alleged  that  the  defendant,  on  the  8th 
ly,  18G3,  on  being  informed  that  |  the  plaintiff  had 
d  this  bill,  paid  to  the  plaintiff  a  further  sum  of 
!.  15s,  6d.y  which  the  defendant  on  that  occasion  stated 
the  plaintiff  he  had  on  a  further  search  (which  the  bill 
^ed  to  be  a  partial  search)  ascertained  to  be  due. 
e  bill  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  neglected  to 
ke  further  searches,  or  he  would  have  ascertained 
t  he  had  received  other  sums  on  account  of  the 
intiff. 

Che  bill  charged  that,  if  the  defendant  would  produce 
h  books,  papers,  accounts,  and  other  documents,  and 
sover  the  truth,  it  would  appear  that  a  considerable 
ount  had  been  received  by  the  defendant  on  the  plain- 
's account,  which  he  had  failed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  as 
ought  to  have  done.  The  bill  alleged  that  such  sum 
B  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  and  could  only  be  dis- 
'^ered  by  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  by  the  pro- 
stion  of  the  accounts  and  papers. 


1863. 
Hbminos 

V. 
PCOH. 

StatemenU 


ix.  MaUna  and  Mr.  Martindale,    for    the  demurrer, 

itended  that  there  was  no  ground  for  the  interference 

a  court  of  equity.     The  case  made  by  the  bill  was 

of  mere  agency,  and  the   plaintiff,  if  he    had   any 
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claim  at  all,  had  hia  remedy  at  law.  In  Foley  v.  Hill{a\ 
it  was  held  that  an  account  between  a  banker  and  hii 
customer  consisting  only  of  a  few  items  was  not  a  fit 
case  for  a  bill  in  equity — there  was  no  mutuality  in  the 
account.     [^Phillips  v.  Phillips  {b)  was  also  cited.] 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Horsey^  for  the  bill,  contended  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  account.  The  billaTerred, 
and  the  allegation  must  be  taken  to  be  true,  that  the 
account  could  not  be  taken  without  discovery  to  the 
defendant ;  and  this  brought  the  case  within  the  principle 
laid  down  in  Mackenzie  v.  Johnston{c),  and  which  vai 
a  well-settled  rule  of  this  Court. 

[^Phillips  V.  Phillips  and  Smith  v.  Leveaux{d)  wereabo 
cited.] 


JudgtMvJ. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

This  demurrer  must  be  allowed.  The  bill  contaioa  i 
mere  averment  of  the  receipt  of  money  by  an  agent,  hat 
that  has  never  been  held. enough  to  sustain  a  bill  There 
is  also  a  simple  bald  statement,  that  without  the  eti- 
dence  of  the  defendant  and  the  production  of  the  booki 
the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  obtain  an  account.  Why  the 
plaintiff  cannot  obtain  that  evidence  in  an  action  is  not 
stated. 

In  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Leveaux  Vice-Chancellor  Wo(A 
in  noticing  the  cases  of  Dinwiddie  v.  Baily{e\  and  -W* 
lips  V.  Phillips  (/),  appears  to  have  treated  them  » 
authorities  to  show  that  this  Court  will  not  interfere 
where  the  receipts  and  payments  are  all  on  one  ^^ 
But  I  doubt  whether  that  be  the  law  of  this  Court 
There  are  many  cases   between   principal   and  agent 


(a)  1  Phil.  399 ;  s.  c.  2  Ho.  L. 
Ca.  28. 
(h)  9  Hare,  471. 
(V)  4  Miuld.  :}73. 


(d)  1  H.  &  M.  123. 

(e)  6  Yes.  136. 
(/)  9  Hnrp,  471. 
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lere  the  receipts  and  payments  are  wholly  on  one  side^ 
which,  however,  this  Court  has  exercised  its  jurisdic- 
in.  In  the  case  of  a  steward  or  land  agent,  the  receipts 
d  payments  are  almost  necessarily  on  one  side ;  that  is, 

mutual  payments  and  receipts.  Yet  that  is  a 
se  ia  which  this  Court  from  the  most  ancient  times 
id  more  recently  during  the  times  of  Lord  Rosslyn, 
»rd  Thurlow,  and  Lord  Eldon)  has  exercised  this 
isdiction.  That  jurisdiction  still  remains,  and  where- 
&r  an  agency  partakes  of  a  fiduciary  character  this 
iurt  has  jurisdiction,  and  will  direct  an  account,  al- 
>ugh  the  receipts  and  payments  are  all  on  one  side, 
1  there  are  no  mutual  payments  between  the  parties. 
That  rule  has  not  been  shaken  by  the  decision  in 
iilUps  V.  Phillips,  though  there  are  passages  in  the 
Igment  in  that  case  which  may  seem  at  first  to  be 
K^naistent  with  the  principle  to  Avhich  I  have  adverted. 
Here  there  is  no  allegation  of  any  mutual  dealings 

of  anything  fiduciary  in  the  relation  of  the  parties, 
10  on  the  bill  are  stated  as  mere  principal  and  agent, 
le  demurrer  must  be  allowed  with  costs. 


1SC3. 
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,v^.  21.  CRESSWELL  v.  DEWELL. 

Where  a  has-  J.  HIS  was  a  bill  filed  by  Thomas  Estcourt  Cresswell 
to^he^intepest  ^^^  Harriette  Daniel  against  Charles  Goddard  Dewell, 
of  a  fund  for     ^nd  it  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  estate  rf 

life,  with  '      •'  °  , 

remainder  to  Thomas  Dewell,  deceased,  was  liable  to  make  good  the 
life,  induced     share  of  the  personal  estate  of  Arthur  Dewell,  deceaeed, 

te^t^to  pay  ^  ^*^^^^  *^®  ^^^^  ^^^^^P  H^^®  ^^^^^'^  became  entitled  is 
him  the  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  Arthur  Dewell,  with  intcreit 

money,  on  the 

written  con-     from  the  death  of  Arthur  Dewell. 

wife  *the  ^  '^^^  plaintiff  was  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  ma^ 

trustee  having  ^.j        settlement  of  Philip  Howe  Daniel,  and  Harriette, 

uiouy  nis  es- 

ute,  was  held    his  wife,  by  which    the    two   sums  of  800/.  and  3001 

liable  to  malce  .     ,  .         .  » 

good  the  respectively  were  assigned  to  trustees  upon  trusts  w 

SdT^on^a  bill  ^^®  benefit  of  Philip  Howe  Daniel  for  his  life,  remsundcr 
ffled  by  the      to  Harriette  Daniel  for  her  life,  with  remainder  for  tie 

widow,  and 

the  surriring    benefit  of  the  children  of  the   said   marriage ;  and  on  * 

failure  of  such  children  who  being  sons  should  attsin 
twenty-one,  or  being  daughters  should  attain  that  age 
or  marry  under  that  age,  upon  trust  as  Philip  H.  Daniel 
should  by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  in 
trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the  said  Philip  H.  Daniel, 
according  to  the  Statute  of  Distributions. 

The  deed  contained  a  covenant  by  Philip  H.  Daniel 
to  settle  after-acquired  property,  as  well  personal  as  real 
estate,  exceeding  the  sum  of  200/. 

In  1847,  Arthur  Dewell,  who  was  the  uncle  of  PhiHp 
H.  Daniel,  died  intestate,  and  letters  of  administratioi' 
to    the    estate    were,  [in  February,    1848,   granted  t^ 
Thomas   Dewell,    his   brother,  who  was  father  of  the 
defendant  Charles  G.  Dewell. 

Upon  Arthur  Dewell's  death  the  share  of  PhiUp  H- 
Daniel,    as    one   of   the    next    of   kin,    amounting  ^ 
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6/.  Ids.  Sd.  was  paid  to  Philip  H.  Daniel  by  Thomas 

swell,  with  full  knowledge  of  the    provisions    of  the 

ttlement. 

Thomas  Dewell  died  in  1853,  having  by  will  devised 

d  bequeathed  nearly  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 

B  defendant  Charles  Goddard  Dewell.     A   suit  was 

ortly  afterwards  instituted  for   the  administration  of 

lomas  DewelPs  estate,   in  which  his  personal   estate 

18  wholly  administered,  and  all  his  real  estate  which 

d  not  been  sold  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit  was  con- 

yed  to  the  defendant  Charles  G.  Dewell. 

In  January,  1862,  Philip  H.  Daniel    died    intestate 

d  in  embarrassed  circumstances.     There  were  no  chil- 

en  of  the  marriage. 

This  bill  was  filed  in  December,  1862,  the  plaintiff 

resswell,  alleging  that  he  had  only  then  very  recently 

«ome  aware  of  the  death  of  Arthur  Dewell,  and  of  the 

leged  payment  of  tho  696/.  19^.  Sd. 

The  defendant  C.  G   Dewell  by  his  answer  said,  that 

itil  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  made  in  1861  he  had 

ver  heard  of  it,  and  upon  inquiring  he  had  found  that 

J  payments  in  question  were  made  to  Philip  H.  Daniel 

the  months  of  March  and  June,  1848,  and  that  the 
owing  memorandum  had  been  signed: — 
^  Memorandum,  this  28th  June,  1848.  Whereas, 
^mas  Dewell,  Esq.,  as  administrator  of  Arthur  Dewell, 
eased,  at  my  request,  and  with  my  full  sanction  and 
I'obation,  has  paid  over  to  the  undersigned  Philip 
We  Daniel,  my  portion  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of 

aaid  Arthur  Dewell,  deceased,  the  one-tenth  part  or 
^e  of  certain  moneys  in  which  the  said  Arthur  Dewell 
*  interested,  notwithstanding  I,  the  said  Harriette 
K&iel,  may  have  any  claim  to  have  the  same,  or  any 
lion  thereof,  settled  to  or  for  my  benefit  under  the 
Qis  and  provisions  of  the  settlement  made  and  executed 

my  marriage  with  my  said  husband.     And  I  hereby 
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declare  that  the  payment  so  made  was  with  my  full  coii" 
sent^  and  that  I  will  wholly  oppose  and  discountenance 
any  proceeding  whatever  being  taken  by  the  trustees  oi 
my  said  settlement,  or  any  party  or  parties,  or  any  ekim 
being  made  on  my  behalf  for  the  purpose  of  the  same 
being  settled  or  otherwise,  and  that  I  will  be  no  part; 
to  such  proceedings,  either  by  myself  or  by  any  next 
friend  on  my  behalf,  and  that  this  assurance,  with  the 
full  assent  of  my  said  husband,  is  to  be  taken  by  the 
said  Thomas  Dewell  free  from  any  application  or  annoj- 
ance  whatever. 

"Philip  Howe  Daniel. 

"  Harriette  Daniel." 


The  answer  objected  that  P.  H.  Daniel's  persooal 
representative  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit.  He 
answer  also  prayed  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Freeman^  for  the  plaintiff.— The 
moment  the  facts  of  the  case  are  understood,  it  appean 
clearly  that  the  memorandum  executed  by  Mrs.  Daniel 
was  a  mere  nullity,  her  interest  being  reversiontfy* 
The  memorandum  was  reallv  the  act  of  the  husbani 
In  Purdew  v.  JacJison(^a\  the  Master  of  the  EoUfl  usei 
this  language  (i),  "  What  equity  is  there  to  qualify  her  (tke 
wife's)  legal  right,  or  to  deprive  her  of  it?  The  acta  of 
the  husband  can  create  no  such  equity,  for  the  law  to 
said  that  his  (the  husband's)  acts  shall  not  affect  the  wife'« 
chose  in  action,  unless  he  reduce  it  into  possession,  b 
this  view  of  the  matter  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  alter 
a  most  important  i)art  of  the  law  of  England  if  it  were 
to  put  it  in  the  husband's  power,  where  he  cannot  reduce 
the  wife's  choses  in  action  into  possession^  to  affect 
directly  the  wife's  legal  title  by  survivorship." 


(a)  1  RuP».  1. 


(h)  Ibid.  44). 


i 
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fie  V.  Henmng{a)i  where  a  fund  was  limited 
md  for  life>  remainder  to  the  wife  for  life, 
to  the  son  absolutely,  the  husband  and  son  by 
ndered  and  released  their  interests  to  the  wife, 

0  give  her  an  absolute  interest  in  the  fund, 
N  to  assign  it  to  her  son,  but  the  Court  refused 

1  the  transaction,  on  the  ground  that  the  effect 
0  defeat  its  own  rules  and  practice  in  the  protec- 
irried  women  from  marital  control.  In  Hop^ 
aU{b)y  where  the  fund  was  settled  on  a  married 
»r  life,  remainder  as  she  should  by  writing 
ppoint,  and  in  default  remainder  to  her  chil- 

the  trustees,  on  the  joint  application  of  hus- 
wife   by   letter,  but  unattested,  parted  with 
the  Court  held  them  liable, 
case  the  act  of  the  wife  was  clearly  not  autho- 
any  power,  and  was  not  binding   upon   her, 
en  done  while  under  coverture.     It  was  sub- 
irefore  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled. 
'  V.  Quail {c)  was  also  cited.] 
was  said  that  the  real  assets  of  Thomas  Dewell 
liable  after  the  decree,  but  it  was  submitted 
decree  discharged  the  executors  only.      The 
therefore,  was  not  incapacitated  by  the  decree 
ainistration  suit  from  instituting  the  suit.     Any 
rho  has  not  come  in  under  a  former  decree  may 
e  assets  in  an   independent  suit:    Gillespie  v. 
•(cf),   Greiff  V.  Somerville{e\ 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  run  against 
under  the  disability  of  coverture.,  nor  can  a 
Yoman  be  charged  in   equity  with    laches    or 
nee.     By  the  13th  section  of  the  23  &  24  Vic. 
e  40th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  27,  is 
to  cases  of  claims  to  the  estates  of  intestates. 


1S63. 
Cresswei^ 

V. 

Dbwbll. 
A  ryumenU 


ill.  73. 

M.  &  M.  86. 

fs  &  M.  53  i. 


{d)  3  Ru88.  130. 

(e)  1  Ru8?.  k  M.  333. 
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Argument 


1803.         and  such  claim  is  brought  within  the  1 6th  section  of  the 
CRB88WELL    lattcr  Act. 

V. 

Dewbll. 

Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Hemming  for  the  defendant— 
The  plaintiff  had  the  benefit  of  the  money ;  she  signed 
the  memorandum,  and  concealed  the  transaction  during 
her  husband's  life.  This  conduct  amounted  to  fraud, 
which  disentitled  her  in  this  Court  to  anj  relief:  Saoap 
V.  Forster{a). 

But,  secondly,  the  plaintiff  had  made  her  election,  and 
could  not  now  impugn  the  transaction.  In  Barrwy* 
Barrow  (b),  it  was  held  that  a  married  woman  might  eleet 
so  as  to  affect  her  interest  in  real  property  without  deed 
acknowledged  under  the  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  74 ;  and  where 
she  has  elected  the  Court  can  order  a  conveyance  ac- 
cordingly, the  ground  of  such  order  being  that  no  nv- 
ried  woman  shall  avail  herself  of  fraud.  [^Ardoise  t. 
Bennet{e)  was  also  cited  on  this  point.] 

But,  thirdly,  the  liability  of  Thomas  Dewell  in  respect 
of  the  breach  of  trust  committed  by  him  was  onlj  t 
simple  contract  debt ;  his  estate  was  not  affected  by  any 
trust  in  respect  of  the  same ;  and  any  proceedings  agaiost 
him  in  respect  of  such  debt  ought  to  have  been  brought 
within  six  years.  If  the  plaintiffs  had  been  proceedlog 
as  next  of  kin  against  the  estate  of  Arthur  Dewell,  or 
as  creditors  against  the  estate  of  Philip  H.  Daniel,  the/ 
might  perhaps  have  had  twenty  years.  But,  having  only 
six,  the  trustee  is  clearly  barred;  and  the  coverture  of 
the  widow  does  not  save  the  bill,  inasmuch  as  she  is  if^ 
the  proper  party  to  sue. 

This,  therefore,  was  a  simple  contract  debt,  andvai 
barred  by  lapse  of  time :  Thome  v.  Kerr{d),  Fardlum  ^* 
Wallis{e). 


(a)  9  Mod.  35.  See  Evroy 
V.  Nicholas,  where  an  infant 
party  to  a  fraud  was  held  bound. 
Ibid.  38. 


(b)  4  K.  &  J.  409. 

(c)  2  Dick.  463. 

(d)  2  K.  k  J.  M, 

(e)  10  Hare,  217. 
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The  bill,  being  in  effect  for  the  administration  of  real 
Jtate,  ought  to  have  been  filed  on  behalf  of  the  other 
reditors,  and  must  to  be  dismissed. 

lie  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

Thomas  Dewell  was  clearly  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust 
1  regard  to  that  share  of  the  personal  estate  of  Arthur 
^hich  was  due  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  Mr. 
nd  Mrs.  Daniel.  What  he  did,  having  that  share  in  his 
ands,  was  to  hand  it  over  to  Daniel,  who  was  merely 
be  tenant  for  life ;  and,  in  order  to  secure  himself  against 
de  consequences  of  that  breach  of  trust  which  he  well 
new  he  was  committing,  he  caused  the  wife  of  Daniel, 
rho  was  the  next  tenant  for  life  under  the  trusts, — not  for 
er  separate  use  while  under  the  disability  of  coverture, 
)  sign  a  document  which  recited  this  breach  of  trust,  and 
ecited  that  he  had  handed  over  the  money  to  the  hus- 
and.  He  induced  her  to  approve  of  that  transaction 
^hich  deprived  her  of  her  life-interest  in  remainder. 
Joreovcr,  he  got  her  to  give  him  an  assurance  that  she 
^ould  never  come  against  him,  or  proceed  against  him  to 
uJ[e  him  liable  for  this  breach  of  trust. 

All  tlus  happened  in  June,  1848.  This  lady,  being 
*rfer  the  disability  of  coverture,  a  memorandum  of  this 
i^d  set  up  against  her  claim,  now  that  she  has  survived 
'f  husband,  is,  upon  the  settled  principles  of  this  Court, 

Ho  validity  whatever. 

No  doubt  she  might  have  confirmed  it  when  the  dis- 
Uity  of  coverture  was  at  an  end.  But  no  such  case 
shown.  It  is  said  she  is  barred  by  length  of  time ; 
t  not  until  1862,  upon  the  death  of  her  husband, 
I  she  become  entitled  to  apply  to  Dewell  to  pay 
^  her  life-interest  under  the  ^settlement  as  due  to 
fself.  It  appears,  however,  that  Thomas  Dewell,  who 
d  committed  the  gross  breach  of  trust,  died  in  1853^ 
d  a  suit  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  administering 
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his  estate.  To  that  suit  the  present  defendant,  then  an 
infant>  was  also  defendant,  and  he  appears  to  be  the 
devisee  of  the  real  estate  of  Thomas  Dewell.  Tho  whole 
of  the  estate  of  Thomas  Dewell  is  liable  ^to  make  good 
this  gross  breach  of  trust,  and  it  is  also  perfectly  clear 
that  this  ladj  is  not  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  the  case 
being  one  of  an  express  trust.  It  is  not  pretended  that 
the  trustee,  the  present  co-plaintiff,  concurred  in  sanctios- 
ing  that  transaction.  The  evidence  shows  that  he  knew 
nothing  about  it;  that  he  did  not  know  that  Thomas 
Dewell  was  dead,  and  never  heard  of  these  circumstanoec 
till  after  the  year  1862.  It  is  out  of  the  question  to 
say  that  tlii8  trustee  is  bound  by  it,  because  he  was  not 
a  party  to  the  breach  of  trust.  It  is  equally  out  of  4e 
question  to  say  that  he  is  able  to  sue  for  this  breach  of 
trust  merely  as  a  simple  contract  creditor.  In  such  acatt 
the  innocent  trustee  may  properly  come  to  the  Court 
conjointly  with  the  cestui  que  trusty  who  was  the  penoa 
substantially  defrauded,  and  is  the  only  person  interested. 
There  must  be  a  declaration  that  Mrs.  Daniel,  u 
cestui  que  trusty  is  entitled  for  her  life  to  the  dividends 
of  that  sum  or  amount  which  is  stated  in  the  memorandum' 
The  present  defendant  in  1859,  when  he  came  of  age? 
obtained,  under  the  sanction  of  this  Court,  a  conveyance 
of  the  real  estate,  which  is  the  only  part  of  the  estiitc  of 
Thomas  Dewell  now  applicable  to  make  good  this  breach 
of  trust.  On  the  principle  expressed  in  Greig  v.  Somervih 
and  Gillespie  v.  Alexander,  the  right  to  go  against  tkat 
part  of  the  estate  which  is  subject  to  this  debt  seems  per- 
fectly clear ;  and  there  must  be  a  declaration  that  the 
widow  is  entitled  to  a  life-interest  in  that  sum,  and  that 
it  is  a  charge  upon  the  real  estate. 


The  decree  was  as  follows : — 

"  Declare  that  the  payment  to  Philip  H.  Daniel  of  the 
sum  of  696/.  19^.  Srf.  by  Thomas  Dewell  was  a  breach  of 
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trust,  in  respect  of  which  the  plaintiff  Harrictte  Daniel 
is  entitled  to  be  indemnified  out  of  his  estate;  and  that 
as  tenant  for  life  under  the  settlement  she  is  entitled  to 
have  what  was  due  to  her  in  respect  of  her  life-estate  in 
the  said  sum  so  paid  and  secured  out  of  the  real  estate  of 
the  testator,  which,  by  the  indenture  of  July  25th,  1859, 
was  conveyed  to  the  defendant.  Let  an  account  be  taken 
of  what  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  Harriette  Daniel  in 
respect  of  her  life-estate  in  the  said  sum  under  the  above 
declarationj  and  let  the  chief  clerk  inquire  and  certify 
what  sum  ought  to  be  invested  in  the  Three  per  Cents, 
to  secure  to  her  payment  of  the  dividends  to  which  she  is 
entitled  in  respect  of  her  life-estate  in  the  said  sum.  Tax 
pluntiff's  costs,  and  let  them  be  paid  by  the  defendant 
Charles  G.  Dewell  within  fourteen  days  after  the  date  of 
the  certificate  of  the  taxing  master,  or  in  default  let  the 
unount  be  paid  or  raised  out  of  the  real  estate,  with  the 
amount  certified  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  Harriette 
Daniel  as  above ;  such  last-mentioned  amount  to  be  in* 
vested ;  and  with  liberty  to  apply.*' 
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An  keir-at* 
law  cannot 
maintain  a 
bill  in  the 
Court  of 
Chancery  to 
set  aside,  on 
the  ground  of 
fraud,  a  will 
devising  real 
estates. 


JONES  V.  GREGORY. 

J.  HIS  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  by  Thomas  Jones, 
of  Ross^  heir-at-law  of  William  Jones  (the  testator), 
against  Jane  Gregory  and  Thomas  P.  Little,  who  alone 
of  the  executors  and  executrixes  named  proved  the  will 
impeached  by  this  bill. 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  the  year  1840  William  Jones 
was  attacked  by  paralysis,  and  that  in  1842^  he  wm 
visited  with  a  second  and  more  violent  stroke,  whick 
deprived  him  of  the  use  of  the  left  side  of  his  body,  and 
also  of  his  speech,  and  very  much  weakened  his  mental 
faculties ;  that  he  died  without  issue  on  the  10th  Maidi, 
1851,  having  continued  from  the  time  of  his  aforesiid 
illness  until  his  death  perfectly  imbecile ;  that  whilst  he 
was  so  aiHicted  he  resided  at  his  house  in  the  Eigk 
Street,  Stroud,  up  to  his  death,  attended  by  his  servants 
Elizabeth  Taylor  (deceased)  and  her  sister  and  the  de- 
fendant Jane  Gregory,  who  were  his  sole  and  constant 
attendants  ;  that  these  persons  acquired  so  great  an  inflo- 
ence  and  control  over  him  that  he  was  subject  to  and  in 
great  bodily  fear  of  them,  and  was  obliged  by  them  ^ 
permit  them  to  attend  to  and  regulate  his  business  and 
affairs ;  and  that  during  such  time  they  used  ereiy 
endeavour,  by  misrepresentation  and  otherwise,  to  pre* 
judice  him  unfavourably  against  his  relatives. 

Further,  the  bill  went  on  to  allege  that  in  September^ 
1849,  Elizabeth  Taylor  and  the  defendant  Jane  Gregory* 
expecting  William  Jones's  death  to  be  near,  sent  for  Mr. 
Little,  a  solicitor,  and  either  instructed  the  solicitor  or 
unduly  influenced  or  overawed  the  alleged  testator  Wil- 
liam Jones  in  such  a  manner  as  to  induce  him  to  make 


I 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

ivers  signs  and  sonnds^  which  the  solicitor  believed  to 
e,  or  Elizabeth  Taylor  and  the  defendant  Jane  Gregory 
aterpreted  to  be,  instructions  to  prepare  a  written  paper 
purporting  to  be  the  will  of  the  said  William  Jones, 
rhereby,  after  directing  the  payment  of  his  just  debts, 
le  gave,  among  other  legacies,  to  liis  housekeeper  E. 
ir^ry,  meaning  E.  Taylor,  7500/. ;  to  his  housekeeper 
ane  Gregory  5500/.  He  bequeathed  all  his  furniture, 
'C,  to  Elizabeth  Gregory,  and  gave  to  his  trustees  liis  real 
state  on  trust  for  sale,  and  gave  the  residue  of  his  per- 
)nal  estate  equally  between  E.  Dike,  S.  Dike,  Jane 
id  Elizabeth  Gregory. 

The  bill  alleged  tliat  on  the  29th  September,  1840, 
lizabeth  Taylor  and  the  defendant  Jane  Gregory  caused 
iree  persons  to  attend  as  witnesses  at  William  Jones's 
mse,  and  in  their  presence  guided  his  hand  or  otherwise 
ifibted  him  to  make  a  mark  or  signature  to  the  said 
ritten  paper  purporting  to  be  a  will,  and  induced  or 
rerawed  him  so  to  do,  he  being  at  the  time  in  the 
ctremity  of  illness,  and  incapable  of  writing  or  speaking 
iteUigibly,  and  utterly  ignorant  of  or  unable  to  compre- 
end  the  contents  of  the  paper. 

That  one  of  the  executors  and  devisees  named  in  the 
ill  refused  to  act,  and  that  the  will  was  proved  by  the 
Jiers.  The  bill  went  on  to  allege  that  two  houses  be- 
»iiging  to  the  testator  had  been  purchased  by  Elizabeth 
Eld  Jane  Taylor,  alias  Gregory,  and  were  vested  in  a 
*ii8tee  for  them ;  that  Elizabeth  Taylor  was  since  dead, 
tid  bequeathed  all  her  property  to  the  defendant  Jane 
hr^ory. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  said  pretended  will  of  Wil- 
ttn  Jones  was  obtained  from  him  by  undue  influence 
Kid  mLsrepresentation,  and  was  made  and  executed  by 
im  when  he  was  not  capable  of  exercising  his  judgment 
1  such  matters,  and  when  he  was  bed-ridden  and  per- 
dctly  imbecile,  and  otherwise  in  such  state  of  body  and 
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mind  as  aforesaid^  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  declared 
void  for  the  purpose  of  passing  real  estate. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  threatened  and 
intended^  unless  restrained^  to  sell  the  two  houses^  and 
to  receive  and  get  in  and  dispose  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof;  and  prayed^  firsts  that  such  part  of  the  will  u 
related  to  the  two  houses,  High  Street,  Stroud,  might 
be  declared  void  and  be  cancelled,  or,  if  necessary,  u 
issue  might  be  had  or  directed  to  try  whether  the  free* 
hold  estates  of  the  said  William  Jones  were  by  the  said 
pretended  will  devised  or  not,  or  that  the  plaintiff  might 
be  at  liberty  to  proceed  by  ejectment ;  secondly,  that  the 
defendants  might,  if  necessary,  be  restrained  from  eelliog 
the  said  houses,  and  from  receiving  the  rents  and  profiti 
thereof;  and  for  a  receiver,  and  for  consequential  relief 


Argument, 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Charles  Hall,  for  the  demurrer, 
stated  shortly  the  nature  of  the  bill.  His  Honour  tbea 
called  on  the  other  side. 


Mr.  Harding  for  the  bill.  —  That  this  Court  hid 
formerly  exercised  the  jurisdiction  ascribed  to  it  by  thii 
bill  is  clear,  and  the  present  Chancellor,  when  Attomej- 
General,  in  the  case  of  Boyse  y.  Rossborough,  expresM^ 
his  opinion  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  set  aflde 
a  will  on  the  ground  of  fraud  still  existed :  Maundj/  t. 
Maundg{a),  Goss  v.  Tracy{b)y  Welby  v.  Tlwmagk[c), 
Middleton  v.  Sherburne  (d)^  Raworth  v.  Marriott {e)y  Hfit 
wood  V.  Earl  of  Derby{f)y  Mudd  v.  Suckemore{g\  Scd/^ 
v.  Scaiffe(Ji)y  Boyse  v.  Rossborough{i\ 


(a)  1  Rep.  in  Chan.  66. 
(h)  1  P.  Wma.  286-7. 

(c)  1  Free,  in  Chan.  123. 

(d)  4  Y.  &  C.  Ex,  358. 

(e)  1  M.  &  K.  643. 


(/)  1K.&J.255. 
(g)  4  De  Q.  &  Sm.  18. 
(h)  4  Rum.  300. 
(t)  1  Kay,  71;  3  DeG.  M.* 
G.  817 ;  16  Ho.  L.  C.  2. 
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[The  following  cases  Avere  also  cited  :  Lord  DonegaVs 
C(ue{a)f  Pembertony.  Pemberton{b), Kerric/iy.  Bra7isbi/{c), 
Andrews  v.  Pouys(^d)y  Bennet  v.   Vade{e). 

On  the  question  of  the  receiver,  several  other  cases 
irere  cited.] 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  authorities  cited  for  the  plaintiff  show  that  this 
Court  has  no  inherent  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a  bill  at 
^  8Uit  of  an  heir-at-law  for  the  mere  purpose  of  setting 
■tide  a  will  obtained  by  fraud. 

It  has  been  argued  that  more  than  a  hundred  years 
■go  such  a  jurisdiction  was,  by  judges  of  great  authority, 
■rid  to  exist.  It  is  proposed  that  I  should  treat  this 
rtmsdiction  as  having  been  latent,  and  should  now  set  it 
'p  as  against  the  authorities  cited.  I  have  no  power  to 
lo  that.  It  would  be  in  vain  for  me,  even  if  I  desired 
^  to  attempt  to  set  up  such  a  jurisdiction  against  the 
ecisions  of  judges  of  the  highest  authority.  I  was 
truck  with  the  fact  that  it  is  only  recently,  by  a  decision 
f  one  of  the  Vice-Chancellors,  and  by  a  decision  of  the 
'Ourt  of  Appeal,  that  this  Court  has,  at  the  suit  of  a 
*ere  legal  devisee,  entertained  jurisdiction  simply  to 
■tablish  a  Avill.  That  decision  was  questioned  at  the 
Qftie  by  some  lawyers  of  experience  and  authority.  I  was 
ot  one  of  those  who  felt  dissatisfied.     It  seems  to  me  a 


U)  2  Yes.  sen.  408. 

(*)  13  Ves.  290. 

it)  7Bro.P.C.437.  In  Middle- 
^  V.  Sherhime,  4  Coll.  Ex.  378, 
•^td  Abinger  says,  "  Kerric?t  v. 
^0uuby  is  treated  as  an  autho- 
^  that  a  will  cannot  be  set 
••de  in  equity  for  fraud  ;  this  is 
^  imperfect  statement.  •  * 
^drtttB  V.  Pofvysj  2  Bro.  P.  C. 
^  Toml.  504,  i«  usually  cited  to 
that  a  Court  of  Equity  will 

t  I 


hold  no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  a 
will  of  personalty  ;  yet  it  may  be 
cited  to  show  the  very  reverse," 
p.  380.  In  Boyse  v.  Rossborough, 
1  Kny,  83,  V.  C.  Wood  treats 
Kerrich  v.  Bransby  as  having* 
finally  put  an  end  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to 
set  aside  wills  on  the  ground  of 
fraud. 

(d)  2  Bro.  P.  C.  504. 

(e)  -2  Atk.  324. 
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useful  jurisdiction ;  and  if  I  were  at  liberty  to  make  tke 
law,  and  to  disregard  the  decision  of  judges  who  have  sat 
in  this  Court  during  the  last  hundred  years,  I  might  be 
disposed  to  think  that  it  would  be  very  beneficial  to  the 
public,  and  a  proper  thing,  that  this  Court,  which  enter- 
tains jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  upon  questions  of  fraud 
as  to  other  instruments,  should  also  assume  a  jurisdiction 
to  decide  questions  of  fraud  as  to  wills,  whether  of  rcil 
or  personal  estate.  But,  there  being  no  authority  fcr 
such  doctrine,  I  cannot  act  upon  it.  As  to  that  part  of 
the  prayer  of  the  bill  which  prays  for  a  receiver  and  m 
injunction,  it  is  not  supported  by  any  all^ation  as  to 
the  necessity  of  preserving  the  property  pending  litigatioiL 
There  is  no  allegation  in  the  bill  which  would  justify  tk 
Court  in  entertaining  such  a  case  as  it  attempts  to  eet 
up.     Therefore,  I  am  bound  to  allow  this  demurrer. 


Leave  to  amend  refused. 


r^- 
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1864. 

BARGENT  v.  THOMSON.  ^yov.  9. 

IIS  bill  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Barjocent,  and  it  prayed  Where  a  lessor 

t  the  defendants^  who  were  tenants  m  common  m  lee  ment  for 

pie  of  certain  messuages  and  premises  situate  in  High  covenant  to 

Bet,  Eton,  mig^ht  be  restrained  from  prosecuting:  the  5®P*^''''  within 

,  ^  three  months 

on  or  actions  commenced  by  them,  and  from  com-  after  notice,  it 

^•1  ^.  T  uppearincr  that 

icing  or  prosecuting  any  other  action  or  proceedmgs  out  of  twenty- 
•cover  possession  of  the  said  demised  premises  or  any  t^ent^Tad 
thereof,  by  reason  or  on  account  of  a  forfeiture  by  ^®«'*  P'o- 

.  ceeded  with, 

aon-compliance  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  therein-men-  and  fourteen 
ed  notice  of  the  16th  September,  1862.  thaS^the^orks 

he  bill  stated  that  Richard  Bargent,  the  late  husband  of  ^.^^,  ^dda^ed ' 
3laintiff,  became  the  lessee  of  the  premises  in  question  ^y  weather, 
i  term  01  twenty-eight  years,  under  an  indenture  of  further remon- 
5  dated  the  22nd  October,  1846.  ZZ^e^y 

he  lease  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  said  ^^®  lessors— 

,    ,  "^  the  Court 

Bargent,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  restrained  the 

he  would  iroin  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  as  often  directed  an 

ccasion  should  require,  well  and  suflSciently  repair,  ^^^^^  ^i,e 

the  premises  by  the  said  indenture  demised ;  and  also  covenants 

,  had  been 

it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  lessors,  at  all  reason-  performed, 
times,  to  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  premises  to 
r  and  see  the  condition  of  the  same,  and  of  all  defects 
want  of  reparation  then  and  there  found  to  give  or 
e  notice  in  writing  for  the  said  R.  Bargent,  his  exe- 
rs,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  repair,  amend,  and 
e  good  the  same  within  the  space  of  three  calendar 
ths  then  next  ensuing,  within  which  time  the  said 
Wgent,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns. 
Id  and  would  repair,  amend,  new-make,  paint,  and 
i  good  the  same.     And  it  was  further  agreed  that, 
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"  if  the  said  R.  Bargent,  his  executors  or  adminiBtraton, 
or  his  or  their  assigns^  should  not  in  all  things  well  and 
truly  observe^  perform^  fulfil,  and  keep  all  and  singakr 
the  covenants  and  agreements  therein  contained,  on  his 
and  their  part  to  be  observed  and  performed,  &c,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  said  lessors,  &c.,  to  re-enter,  fcc." 

The  bill  alleged  that  R.  Bargent  entered  and  expended 
a  considerable  sum  upon  the  premises.  He  died  in  1853, 
and  the  present  plaintiff  became  his  sole  personal  repn* 
sentative. 

Mrs.  Bargent  let  the  premises  to  the  persons  now  in 
possession.  The  bill  alleged  that  on  the  16th  September, 
1 862,  she  received  a  notice  in  writing  requiring  her  to 
perform  certain  repairs  to  the  said  premises,  according  to 
a  schedule  or  specification  of  dilapidations  annexed  to  die 
notice,  made  by  the  defendant's  surveyor  on  the  8th  Sep- 
tember, 1 862.  The  bill  alleged  that  the  schedule  con- 
tained twenty-two  items,  many  of  which  were  exprenel 
in  very  vague  and  comprehensive  terms,  and  compriiel 
works  which  the  plaintiff  was  not,  by  the  covenants  ii 
the  lease,  bound  to  do. 

The  bill  alleged  that  immediately  on  receiving  the  notice 
from  the  defendants  the  plaintiff  employed  a  builder  to 
put  the  whole  of  the  premises  in  a  state  of  thorough  ft 
pair,  so  far  as  related  to  the  carpenter's  work  necessiij 
to  be  done ;  and  that  the  works  were  conunenced  mi 
completed  before  the  16th  December.  That  at  the  am 
time  the  plaintiff  employed  a  bricklayer  and  plasterer  ti 
do  all  the  necessary  bricklayer's  and  plasterer's  work,  y^ 
owing  to  unfavourable  weather  a  portion  of  the  work  i^ 
mained  incomplete.  The  bill  alleged  that  the  whole  of 
the  repairs  were  completed  by  the  end  of  the  second  week 
in  January,  1863. 

The  bill  alleged  that  on  the  18th  December  the  dcfefr 
dant  E.  T.  Thomson  called  upon  Mrs.  Bargent,  and  «* 
that  some  works  were  in  progress.     His  demeanonr  w» 
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Tery  friendly,  and  he  said,  "  I  am  not  come  on  business 
this  time." 

On  the  20th  December,  1862,  the  plaintiff,  to  her  great 
surprise,  received  a  letter  from  the  defendant's  solicitor  in- 
forming her  that  he  was  instructed  to  point  out  to  her  that 
"  by  her  omission  to  repair  according  to  the  notice  her 
lease  had  become  forfeited,  and  that  it  had  therefore  been 
deemed  advisable  to  obtain  possession  of  the  premises 
comprised  in  it."  The  letter  proceeded  to  add  that  **  it 
was  fair  to  infer  from  the  steadfast  determination  she  had 
shown  to  disregard  the  notice  that  she  intended  to  forfeit 
the  lease,  and  he  therefore  presumed  that  she  was  ready 
to  deliver  up  possession  at  once."  In  case  of  non-com- 
pliance he  threatened  her  with  legal  proceedings. 

The  plaintiff  placed  the  matter  in  the  hands  of  her 
solicitor,  who,  on  the  22nd  December,  1862,  wrote  to  the 
defendant's  solicitor,  stating  that  the  plaintiff,  after  re- 
ceiving the  notice,  had  proceeded  with  the  repairs,  and 
that  they  were  then  substantially  completed;  but  that 
the  weather  had  occasioned  unavoidable  delay ;  that  the 
premises  had  been  repaired  according  to  the  covenant,  and 
that  there  was  no  reasonable  ground  of  complaint. 

On  the  30th  December  an  action  of  ejectment  was 
commenced  against  the  plaintiff  and  the  parties  in  posses- 
nbiL 

The  breach  alleged  was  the  not  completing  the  repairs 
required  by  the  notice  on  or  before  the  16th  December. 

The  bill  alleged  that  between  the  16th  September, 
irhen  the  notice  was  given,  and  the  30th  December,  on 
irhich  day  the  writ  was  issued,  no  person  ever  visited  or 
nspected  the  premises  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  for  the 
purpose  of  examining  and  reporting  on  their  state  and 
condition. 

On  the  8th  January  the  plaintiff's  son  tendered  on  her 
behalf  a  quarter's  rent  to  one  of  the  defendants,  but  he 
objected  to  accept  it,  and  in  course  of  conversation  re- 
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specting  the  action  said,  "  What  we  are  going  to  try  u 
the  time  in  which  you  ought  to  have  done  the  repain." 
And  further  added,  "  We  say  you  did  not  repair  within 
the  three  months,  and  that  the  lease  is  forfeited,  and  we 
arc  determined  to  try  it  out," 

Mr.  Craiff  and  Mr.  Haviland  Burke  for  the  plwntiff— 
This  is  a  case  in  which  the  covenant  has  been  perfomed 
within  reasonable  time,  the  delay  having  been  solelr 
occasioned  by  the  weather. 

But  here  the  lessor's  conduct  misled  the  plaintifE  It 
would  be  a  monstrous  thing  if  a  lessor  were  to  be  aUovecl 
to  take  advantage  of  the  rule  of  the  Court  not  to  relicTC 
against  neglect  to  repair,  to  mislead  his  lessees,  and  then 
have  the  benefit  of  a  forfeiture  committed  under  such 
circumstances.  [^Bamford  v.  Cr€a*^{a);  22  &  23  Vic  c- 
35  sections  4  to  9,  were  referred  to.  See  also  Page  v- 
Bennet  {b),'] 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson  for  the  defendants 
— This  was  the  simplest  case  in  the  world.  The  bil 
asked  for  relief  against  a  forfeiture  for  non-repair,  whiJ 
it  was  perfectly  well  settled  this  Court  would  not  grant 
Hill  V.  Barclay  (c),  Gregory  v.  Wilson  (rf).  It  wa«  no 
denied  that  three  months  was  ample  time  to  complete  th< 
repairs  if  the  plaintiff  had  made  the  best  use  of  it  Th« 
she  did  not  was  her  fault.  The  bill  must  be  dismissed  witii 
costs. 


Judgment.       The   ViCE-CnANCELLOR  :  — 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  filed  upon  an  equity  which  kn 
always  been  recognised  in  this  Court — that  of  a  tentft 
who  has  bound  himself  by  covenants  to  repair,  and  wbo 
can  show  to  the  Court  equitable  circumstances  8uffici«8* 


(a)  3  GifF.  675. 
ih)  2  GifF.  117. 


(e)  18  yen.  M. 
(//)  9  H:ir«f,  083. 
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to  entitle  him  either  to  a  relief  from  a  strict  performance 
of  the  covenants,  or  to  ensure  him  against  a  forfeiture  of 
the  lease  by  reason  of  neglect  to  perform  them.  In  this 
Base,  taking  it  upon  the  statement  of  the  defendants 
themselves,  it  appears  they  gave  notice  upon  the  16th 
September  to  make  certain  repairs  according  to  a  speci- 
Scation  within  three  months  from  the  date  of  the  notice. 
Those  three  months  expired  on  the  16th  December.  No 
)ne  was  sent  in  the  capacity  of  a  surveyor — not  even 
the  person  whose  specification  bound  the  plaintiff — to 
examine  the  premises  and  see  whether  the  repairs  had 
l>cen  completed  within  the  time  mentioned  in  the  notice. 
But  one  of  the  defendants  (the  lessors),  on  the  18th 
December,  two  days  after  the  three  months  had  expired, 
^ent  upon  the  premises,  and  (without  informing  the 
Jaintiff  that  he  had  come  to  take  notice  of  the  state  of 
'^e  works)  found  that  out  of  twenty-two  items  two  had 
^t  been  commenced  and  six  not  completely  finished, 
^ere  was  no  objection  taken  by  him  as  to  the  rest,  and, 
itliout  comj^laining  or  sending  the  plaintiff  further 
^tice  to  complete  the  repairs,  he  went  back,  and  twelve 
^ys  afler  issued  a  writ  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  on 
■^ich  he  claimed  to  eject  the  plaintiff  for  the  non-per- 
^mance  of  the  covenant  to  repair. 
The  case  made  by  the  plaintiff  is  that  she  proceeded  to 
pair,  but  that  the  repairs  were  delayed  by  the  state  of 
^e  weather.  No  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  to 
•^nd  her  that  the  repairs  ought  to  be  expedited,  but 
'18  action  was  commenced,  and  long  affidavits  have  been 
^  containing  conflicting  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  the 
father.  The  Court  cannot  approve  of  the  conduct  of  a 
^«8or  who  acts  in  this  way.  It  would  be  an  extremely 
^Tsh  thing,  while  out  of  twenty-two  items,  all  except 
^o,  relating  to  out-of-door  work,  have  been  proceeded 
ith,  and  all  but  eight  entirely  completed,  to  eject  a 
-tiant  and  not  to  give  the  relief  asked. 


1S64. 
Barobmt 

V. 

Thomson. 
Judgmetit, 
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1864. 
Babobnt 

V. 

THOMsoir. 
Judgment, 


The  Courts  no  doubts  is  bound  to  respect  the  obliga- 
tions contained  in  a  lease^  and  to  hold  an  even  hand 
between  landlord  and  tenant.     Tenants  are  expected  to 
perform  the  covenants  in  their  leases^  and  the  Court  will 
not  permit  a  tenant  to  evade  the  stipulations  he  has 
entered  into.     But,  if  he  honestly  endeavours  to  perform 
them,  the  Court  will  not  allow  the  lessor  to  insist  upon 
an  omission  of  a  day,  unless  there  be  something  in  the 
covenants  that  makes  time  of  the  essence  of  the  contract 
I  think  the  defendants  in  this  case  proceeded  with  undue 
precipitation,  and  I  by  no  means  approve  of  their  conduct 
The  commencement  of  the  action  was  a  harsh  and  severe 
proceeding ;  and  going  on  with  it  down  to  the  notice  of 
trial,  after  an  offer  ]iad  been  made,  was  still  more  so. 
Besides,  there  were  two  actions,  one  against  the  lessee 
herself,  and  the  other  against  the  persons  in  possessioD. 
The  mortgagees  very  properly  kept  themselves  aloof  from 
this  indiscreet  litigation.     The  plaintiff  filed  this  bill  be- 
cause of  the  notice  of  trial,  and  because  there  was  no  choice 
left  but  either  to  come  here  or  go  before  a  jury.    On  the 
very  day  upon  which  the  bill  was  filed  the  plaintiff  is 
equity  offered  to  forego  her  costs,  both  at  law  and  i 
equity,  if  her  offer  was  accepted.     I  have  heard  no 
reason  why  that  offer  was  rejected.     There  must  be  i 
inquiry   whether  all  the  repairs  have    been   execut 
according  to  the  covenant,  if  the  defendants  wish  for 
The  injunction  must  be  continued. 


n'-, 
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1863. 

DEPREE  V.  BEDBOROUGH.  Dec.  3  j- 4. 

vJn   the  26th  February,  1863,  certain  leasehold  pro-  At  a  sale 
perty  in  the  Haymarket,  London,  was  offered  for  sale  ^y  tho^iourtt* 
under  the  decree  of  the  Court.  t^e  conditiong 

providea  that 

The  15th  condition  was  as  follows : —  in  caseof  non- 

**  That  if  any  purchaser  shall  not  pay  his  purchase-  the  purehaie- 
money  at  the   time  above-mentioned,  or  at  any  other  ^her  defeuit 
time  which  may  be  named  in  any  order  for  that  purpose,  there  should 

,  ,  be  a  resale, 

and  in  all  other  respects  perform  these  conditions,  an  and  the 
order  may  be  made  by  the  said  judge  at  chambers  for  any^tob^' 
the  resale  of  the  premises  purchased  by  such  purchaser,  "J*^®  ^^  ^y 

*  ^      *  •'^  \  ^      the  purchaser, 

and  for  payment  by  him  of  the  deficiency,  if  any,  in  but  containing 

4.1.  ...  iix«i  1  1  -.no  stipulation 

'i'le  price  which  may  be  obtamed  upon  such  resale,  and  as  to  the 
of  all  costs  and  expenses  occasioned  by  such  default."         forfeiture  of 
Mr,  Boucicault   attended    the    sale   and  bid   at  the  the  deposit. 
auction,  and  the   property  was  knocked  down  to  him  paid  the 
*^  the   sum  of  9160/.     He   paid    the  required   deposit  afte^lrds 
^^ountinff  to  916/.  into  court,  and  signed  the  contract,  ^c*™© 

^  °  ^  °  bankrupt,  and 

'°y  the  chief  clerk's  certificate,  dated  5th  March,  1863,  the  assignees 

^®  "W-as  found  to  be  the  purchaser,  at  the  sum  of  9160/.  declined  to 

before  the  time  fixed  for  the  completion  of  the  contract  S/Jrfd the 

•     IBoucicault    became    bankrupt,   and  his  assignees  deposit 

elp#*^     ,  It  forfeited. 

^^c^xecl  not  to  complete  the  contract.  Where  the 

'*^^.  Boucicault  alleged  that  he  bid  at  the  auction,  on  ^Stes*d7fault 
^«^alf  of  the  New  Theatre  Company,  Limited.  "^  «P7"  .  ' 

•Y^  .  .  stipulation  is 

■*-  he  vendors,  on  the  election  of  the  assignees  not  to  necessary  to 
^^plete,  served  a  notice  of  motion  upon  the  assignees  Tendor  to  the 
"^t  the  premises  might  be  resold,  and  that  such  might  5^/^* 
"^  without  prejudice  to  any  right  which  the  vendors 
^^ght  have  against  the  bankrupt  or  his  assignees  for 
^^y  deficiency  which  might  arise,  in  case  the   amount 
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1803. 
Dbpreb 

V. 

Bbduorouoh. 
Argument. 


realised  should  be  less  than  the  sum  bid  bv  Mr.  Bouci< 
cault. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Leiffh  Pembertony  on  behalf  of  the 
vendor.  The  purchaser  having  made  default,  the  deposit 
is  forfeited,  without  any  express  stipulation  as  to  forfeiture. 
It  is  forfeited  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  because, 
having  made  default,  he  is  incapacitated  from  suing  at 
law  or  equity  to  receive  it.  The  amount  was  paid  on 
a  contract,  but  how  can  a  purchaser,  alleging  that  he 
has  violated  the  contract,  ask  to  have  the  amount  repiid 
to  him  which  he  can  only  allege  to  be  his  property, 
in  consequence  of  his  own  wrong.  In  Lethbridge  y. 
Kirkman  (a),  a  purchaser,  having  paid  the  deposit, 
refused  to  complete  on  the  ground  that  the  title  was  bad, 
and  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  purchase-money,  the 
estate  having  been  sold  at  an  advanced  price ;  but  the 
Court,  being  of  opinion  that  the  title  was  good,  gave 
judgment  for  the  defendant.  That  case  was  an  express 
authority  on  the  point  now  raised,  and  was  approved  of  by 
Lord  St.  Leonards(J),  [  Cleave y,Moors(c)y  was  also  cited.] 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Sica?istoJi,  for  the  assignees. — It  is 


(a)  25  L.  J.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  89. 

(b)  V.  &  P.  14th  ed.  p.  41. 

(e)  3  Jurist,  N.  S.  48,  cited  in 
Sugden,  V.  &  P.  14lh  ed.  p.  41. 
In  Letfibridffc  Y,  Kirhman  it  does 
not  appear  from  the  report,  whe- 
ther the  condition  provided  for  the 
resale  and  for  the  purchaser's 
making'  good  any  deficiency  that 
might  be  occasioned  on  such  se- 
cond sale.  The  only  point  arg ued 
seems  to  have  been  the  question 
of  title.  In  Cleave  v.  Moan,  the 
report  does  not  show  whether 
there  was  any  condition  as  to 
the  purchaser  niakinir  frood  the 


deficiency  that  might  atvt  on 
a  second  sale.  The  point  aigaed 
appears  to  have  been  only  wbe* 
ther  the  auctioneers,  having  tbe 
purchaser's  I.  0.  U.  for  tie  de- 
posit, could  sue  the  purcbtwr 
upon  it.  The  Court  held  thej 
could.  The  case  of  Casson  r. 
JioberiSf  31  Beav.  013,  before  the 
blaster  of  Rolls,  was  decided  oft 
the  ground  that  the  contract  for 
the  sale  of  land,  being  verbftir 
could  not  be  enforced,  and  tbit 
the  deposit  consequently  wu 
recoverable  by  the  purchajer. 


r. 
Bbdborouoh. 

Argument, 
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ot  necessary  to  contend  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  1869. 
)ndition  providing  for  the  default  made  by  the  pur-  Diprrb 
laser,  the  deposit  would  not  be  forfeited.  The 
1368  cited  were  of  that  kind,  but  this  case  differs 
3m  any  of  those  cited,  inasmuch  as  here  there  is  a 
itinct  remedy  given  to  the  vendor.  In  case  of  default 
the  purchaser,  there  is  to  be  a  resale,  and  the  de- 
ency,  if  any,  is  to  be  made  good  by  the  purchaser. 
lat  more  can  the  vendors  want  ?  Lord  St.  Leonards 
his  subject,  referring  to  the  case  of  Palmer  v.  Tern- 
«),  speaks  as  follows(A): — '*  Where  there  is  no  specific 
"ieion,  the  question  whether  the  deposit  is  forfeited 
srids  on  the  intent  of  the  parties  to  be  collected  from 
i  nstrument.  Therefore,  where  SOO/.  was  paid  by  way 
6 posit  and  in  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and  the 
'^rnent  stipulated  that  if  either  party  should  refuse 
^^rform  the  agreement,  he  should  pay  to  the  other 
^^.  as  liquidated  damages,  it  was  held  there  should 
cxo  other  remedy.  Consequently,  though  the  pur- 
ler had  made  default,  and  the  vendor  might  have 
1^  for  the  penalty  and  recovered  damages,  yet 
^«  had  sold  the  estate  to  another  the  purchaser  was 
^ed  to  recover  the  deposit."  Lord  St.  Leonards 
•  on  to  say,  "  the  general  question  whether  one  con- 
ting  for  the  purchase  of  landed  property,  who  refuses 
^mplete  his  contract,  may  recover  the  deposit  from 
"Vendor  on  his  afterwards  selling  the  property  to 
-ler,  was  not  decided  in  that  case ;  but  the  impression 
lie  Court  seems  to  have  been  that  the  deposit  would 
\)e  forfeited  by  a  breach  of  the  contract  on  the  part 
•lie  purchaser,  unless  there  is  a  clause  to  that  effect  in 
contract.  In  tliis  case  there  is  no  stipulation  as  to 
^eiture,  and  there  is  a  clause  which  shows  the  inten- 
1^  was  that  there  should  be  no  forfeiture,  and  which 

«)  1  Per.  k  Dav.  379-382.         (b)  V.  k  P.  14th  ed.  40,  ».  79. 
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1863.        gives  the  vendors  an  adequate  remedy  for  the  purchaser's 
Dei'bbe      default^  which  in  this  case  was  caused  by  events  over 
Bbdborouoh.  which  he  had  no  control.     Under  these  circumstances  it 
^ ,      was  submitted  the  order  must  be  refused. 

Aryutnmt, 

Mr.  T,  Smith  Osier  appeared  for  a  mortgagee. 


Judgment, 


The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

The  question  in  this  case  has  arisen  in  consequence  of 
a  contract  entered  into  by  Mr.  Boucicault,  through  whose 
bankruptcy  a  new  party  to  the  suit  has  been  introduced, 
who  has  a  right  to  abandon  or  to  go  on  with  the  contract. 
This  shows  that  the  15th  condition  was  not  intended  to 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  bankruptcy,  because,  in  the  case 
of  a  bankruptcy,  the  right  of  a  resale,  and  the  right  of 
the  parties  prosecuting  the  suit  to  have  the  property 
resold,  arise  from  other  circumstances  than  those  contem- 
plated by  this  condition.  Where  a  deposit  is  exacted  by 
the  Court  as  part  of  the  contract  to  be  entered  into  by 
the  purchaser,  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  exacted  is  on6 
for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor — it  is  exacted  as  some 
security  for  the  performance  of  the  contract ;  but  wherCj 
after  the  payment  of  the  deposit,  and  before  the  com* 
pletion  of  the  contract  of  sale  and  purchase,  the  incai)acitj 
of  bankruptcy  succeeds,  and  the  person  who  has  paic 
the  deposit  has  no  longer  any  right  whatever,  but  hii 
right  has  been  transferred  to  another  person,  who  h« 
the  right  to  go  on  or  to  abandon  the  contract,  it  is  quit( 
clear  that  in  such  a  case  there  has  been  a  default  on  the 
part  of  the  purchaser.  Then,  how  the  person  who  is  in 
default  can,  upon  that  default,  and  in  consequence  d 
that  default,  acquire  any  right  to  the  money  which  was 
parted  with  as  a  security  that  thete  should  be  no  default, 
it  is  difficult  to  conceive  ;  and  if  it  be  difficult  to  conceive 
in  any  case  that  the  person  making  the  default  can  upon 
so  doing  acquire  a  right  to  the  money  which  was  deposited 
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jurity  against  a  default^  upon  what  principle  can  1B03. 

ignees  of  that  person^  who  have  a  new  rights  make  Dbprbs 

im  whatever ;  because  they  had  a  choice  either  to  bbdboroboh. 

le  benefit  of  the  purchase  or  to  renounce  it,  and  ,  " —  ^ 

Judgmtnt* 

as  they  made  their  election  and  renounced  the 
se  they  abandoned  the  deposit  ?    I  am  unable  to 

the  argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  assignees, 
K)n  the  abandonment  there  arises  a  right  to  have 
urity  returned  which  was  exacted  to  prevent  the 
it  being  abandoned  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser ; 
case  can  be  found  to  support  that  view — at  any 
ne  has  been  cited  to  show  that  in  a  case  like  this 
n  making  default  has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to 
urity  which  he  paid  to  prevent  an  abandonment 

contract.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  a 
m  of  principle  to  countenance  any  such  claim  as 
>w  put  forward  on  the  part  of  the  assignees.  The 
ss  cited  from  Lord  St.  Leonards'  book  have  some 
tion ;  but  there  is  this  peculiarity  in  this  case — 
is  was  a  sale  by  the  Court,  and  the  Court,  having 
I  the  payment  of  a  deposit,  has  by  its  position  of 
€e  a  very  large  power  as  to  the  rights  of  any 
who  may  in  any  shape  make  a  claim  upon  it.  I 
wish  to  be  understood  as  laying  down  any  general 
ion  the  subject ;  all  I  decide  is,  that  the  assignees 
10  right  whatever  to  the  deposit,  and  that  by 
ning  the  purchase  they  have  abandoned  the  deposit 
relates  to  it;  and,  therefore,  I  cannot  countenance 
fit  of  the  assignees  to  this  money  in  consequence 

course  which  they  have  taken.  On  the  other 
this  notice  of  motion  asks  for  a  declaration  of 
e  forfeiture  of  the  deposit.  Now,  there  has  not 
forfeiture  by  the  bankrupt,  but  there  has  been  a 
re   by   the   assignees,   if   by   anybody,  from  the 

which  they  have  elected  to  take.  The  proper 
to  follow  now  will  be,  not  to  determine  more  than 


V, 

Bbdboboooh. 
Judgment, 
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1803.        that  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  have  no  right  to  the 
Defrbk      deposit ;  and  even  if  upon  a  resale  of  the  property  it 
should  fetch  ten  times  the  amount  which  Mr.  Boucicault 
bid  for  it^  I  do  not  see  that  any  right  can  be  set  up  by 
the  assignees  to  this  deposit.     On  the  other  part  of  the 
motion,  which  asks  that  the  vendors  may  be  allowed  ta 
prove  in  bankruptcy  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt^ 
I  shall  make  no  order,  for  the  reason  that  the  assignees 
of  the  bankrupt  had  a  -right  to  elect  whether  they  would 
accept  the  contract  or  not,  and  they  have  exercised  tbit 
right  by  abandoning  the  contract.     In  fact,  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  compelled 
the  assignees  to  make  an  election.     The  substance  of  my 
decision  is  that  these  assignees  have  no  right  to  be  paid 
this  deposit.      To  say  there  has  been  a   forfeiture  on 
their  part  does  not  exactly  state  my  meaning ;    but,  as 
some  expression  must  be  used,  perhaps  the  word  forfei- 
ture is  as  good  as  any  other  that  can  be  found.    The 
order  will  be   to   the  effect  that,  the  assignees  haviiig 
declined  to  accept  the  contract,   the  deposit  has  been 
forfeited  by  them,  and  the  property  must  be  resold;  hot 
I  will  make  no  order  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  be 
indemnified  as  to  any  deficiency  against  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  485 

1804. 

TRAIL  V.  BARING.  Jan.  12  j- 13. 

I  was  filed  by  three  of  the  directors  of  the  A  policy  of 
futual   Life   Assurance    Society  against  the  the  life  of  T., 
d   the   secretary   of    the    Provident    Clerks'  .^^i^^^e 
e  Assurance  Association,  and  it  prayed  that  it  company  in- 

,  duced  another, 

jclared  by  the  Court  that  a  j^olicy  of  assurance  by  way  of  re- 
dated  the  18th  May,  1861,  granted  by  the  effecronUie^ 
ompany,  was  fraudulently  obtained,  and  that  thaMhe**^*^** 
be  set  aside  and  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled;  intended  to 

^,  .  .  1  •  1    1     1  1  retain  part  of 

tiie  meantime  an  action  which  had  been  com-  the  risk, 
the  defendants  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  ^^J^  uiev^ 
:essed  to  be  assured  by  the  policy,  mic:ht  be  Bnbsequently 

a  further  re- 

the   International  Life   Assurance    Society  Deciw-ed^void. 
assurance  on  the  life  of  Mrs.  Lydia  Taylor      Jordm  v. 

^  ^  Money,  6  H. 

1  of  5000Z.      In  1860  they  re-assured  the  life  of  L.  c.  186, 
Provident  Clerks'  for  3000Z.     In  May,  1861,  ^^"*^^*'^«^- 
company  i)roposed  to  insure  the  life  of  Mrs. 
h  the   plaintiffs'  office  for  the  sum  of  1000/., 
osal  was  accordingly  accepted, 
alleged  that,  in  order  to  carry  into  effect  the 
igement,  the  secretary  of  the  defendants'  corn- 
he  loth  May,  1861,  called  on  the  secretary  of 
5s'    company  at  their  office,  and  proposed  on 
he  defendants  that  the  plaintiffs  should  take  a 
r  risk  in  the  said  life  by  way  of  re-assurance, 
it  the  Victoria  Office  had  agreed  to  undertake 
the  extent  of  1000/.,  and  that  the  defendants 
iselves  retain  1000/,     He  then  proposed  that 
ffs'  society  should  undertake,  by  way  of  re- 
the  risk  of  the  remaining  1000/.,  and  stated 
Taylor  was  alleged  to  be  in  the  sixty-second 
•  age ;  that  she  could  not  be  re-assured,  but 
he  information  the  defendants  had  obtained  the 
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directors  were  satisfied  that  Lydia  Taylor  was  a  first-daM 
life,  and  that  they  had  accepted  the  proposal  and  granted 
the  assurance  for  3000/.  upon  that  footing.  The  biD 
alleged  that  this  verbal  proposal  of  the  defendants* 
secretary  was  entertained  and  accepted  by  the  phdntiff}' 
secretary  on  their  behalf  (as  alleged)  upon  the  distinct 
understanding,  expressed  by  the  former,  that  the  directors 
of  his  association  had  the  fullest  confidence  in  the  good- 
ness of  the  life,  and  that  they  would  retain  10002.  as  thdr 
proportion  of  the  risk  of  the  3000/.  Fully  relying  on  the 
representations  made  by  the  defendants'  secretary,  the 
proposal  was  accepted,  as  the  bill  alleged,  as  a  partnerahip 
risk  by  the  society,  without  the  usual  investigation  or 
inquiry  into  the  age,  health,  or  habits  of  Mrs.  Taylor. 

On  the  18th  May,  1861,  the  defendants'  office  paid  to 
the  society  the  siun  of  79/.  13*.  4rf.  for  the  first  yeir'a 
premium  on  the  re-assurance.  In  January,  1862,  having, 
as  the  plaintiffs  had  since  ascertained,  been  seripusljr  A 
Lydia  Taylor  died  suddenly,  but  the  plaintiflb  were  not 
informed  of  her  death  by  the  defendants  until  the  2l8t 
May,  1862,  by  a  letter  from  them.  After  her  death  the 
bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  discovered  that  the  defe»' 
dants,  instead  of  retaining  a  risk  of  1000/.  on  her  life 
which  they  had  represented  they  would  retfdn,  had  assureiij 
by  way  of  re-assurance,  with  the  Victoria  Office  the  sam 
of  2000/.  instead  of  1000/.,  contrary  to  their  representatioi 
to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that  they  had  thus,  by  re-assonuM 
got  rid  of  the  whole  of  their  liability  in  respect  of  th 
policy  granted  by  them  to  the  International  Office. 

After  the  receipt  of  the  letter  of  the  21st  May,  Wtt 
announcing  the  death  of  Mrs.  Taylor,  further  coire* 
spondence  was  carried  on  between  the  secretaries  of  boti 
offices,  which  resulted  in  the  refusal  of  the  plaintifi  <• 
pay  the  sum  of  1000/.  assured  with  them  by  the  defea* 
dants,  and  consequently  in  October,  1862,  an  action  ^ 
commenced  gainst  them  by  the  defendants  to  reooftf 
the  amount  of  the  policy  of  insurance. 
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The  bill,  afterwards  amended,  was  filed  on  the  21st 
JoTcmber,  1862,  and  a  notice  of  motion  for  an  injunction 
ras  given,  but  it  was  arranged  to  stand  over  to  the  hear- 
Qg  of  the  cause. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  proved  that 
t  was  the  custom  and  understanding  upon  such  re-aasu- 
•nces  as  the  present  (in  the  absence  of  a  special  stipula* 
ion  to  the  contrary)  that  the  office  effecting  the  re-assu- 
Mce  should  itself  retain  a  substantial  portion  of  the  risk 
overed  by  the  original  assurance,  and  for  the  office  by 
rkich  the  re-assurauce  is  granted  to  dispense  with  the 
iwal  medical  examination  on  their  own  behalf,  of  the 
•eraon  whose  life  is  assured. 

It  was  also  proved  that  the  directors  of  the  Victoria 
)ffice  had  paid  the  2000Z.  assured  by  them. 

It  appeared  from  the  answer  of  the  secretary  of  the 
efendants'  company  that  he  told  the  plaintiffs'  secretary 
bat  the  Victoria  Office  had  offered  to  take  lOOOZ.  or 
^e  of  such  3000/.,  but  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Wdent  Clerks'  Office  to  give  the  Victoria  Office  1000/. 
dy  of  such  3000/.,  and  to  keep  1000/.  This  statement 
^  strictly  true  in  all  respects,  and  the  intention  of  the 
rovident  Clerks'  Office  was  then  precisely  such  as  he 
^presented  it  to  be.  He  then  went  on  to  state  that  he 
dieved  Mrs.  Taylor  was  sixty-two  years  of  age,  that  a 
^  medical  examination  of  her  condition  could  not  be 
ri>  and  that  his  directors  were  satisfied  that  she  was  a 
'Bt^class  life. 

This  discussion  took  place  on  the  10th  May,  1861,  and 
^same  day,  in  an  acceptance  which  was  made  upon  that 
^presentation  in  writing,  the  plaintiflTs'  secretary  said : — 
This  office  will  join  you  in  the  risk  upon  the  life  of 
Ira.  Lydia  Taylor  to  the  extent  of  lOOOZ." 

It  appeared  that  before  the  transaction  between  the 
Wntiffs  and  the  defendants  was  completed  the  defen- 
^^U  had  got  rid  of  the  risk. 
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As  to  the  practice  of  assurance  companies  Mr.  Jellicoe, 
an  actuary  of  great  experience,  gave  the  following  testi- 
monies : — 

'*  Upon  such  re-assurances  it  is  the  custom  and  under- 
standing, in  the  absence  of  a  special  stipulation  to  the 
contrary,  that  the  office  effecting  the  re-assurance  shall 
it«elf  retain  a  substantial  portion  of  the  risk  covered  by 
the  original  re-assurance,  and  for  the  office  by  which  the 
re-assurance  is  granted  to  dispense  with  the  usual  medical 
examination  on  their  behalf  of  the  person  whose  life  is 
assured,  and  to  rely  on  the  retention  by  such  office  of 
their  fair  portion  of  the  risk  as  a  guarantee  of  their  good 
faith  in  effecting  the  re-assurance  merely  as  a  dimbntion 
of  their  risk  on  the  particular  life,  and  not  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  rid  of  their  liability  on  a  life  in  which  thej 
have  not  confidence.'* 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the  medical  attendant 
of  Mrs.  Taylor  that  at  about  the  time  of  the  policy  beiiig 
effected  in  the  plaintiffs'  office  Mrs.  Taylor  was  not 
in  good  health.  Shortly  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Taylor 
the  plaintiffs  filed  this  bill  asking  that  the  policy  foe 
1000/.  might  be  declared  void  and  be  delivered  to  be 
cancelled. 


Argument.         Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Dauney  for  the  plaintiffi. 

There  is  a  clear  case  of  misrepresentation  of  a  matanil 
circumstance  on  which  the  pliuntiffs  relied  when  thej 
accepted  the  policy.  It  was  not  necessary  in  order  ti 
vitiate  the  policy  that  the  circumstance  misrepresented 
should  be  material;  the  question  was  whether  it  was  tns 
or  false — not  whether  it  was  material  or  not .  Andenn^* 
Fitzgerald  {a).  In  this  case  the  representation  that  the 
defendants  intended  to  share  a  part  of  the  risk  was  d 
vital  importance,  because  it  was  the  only  secority  the 
plaintiff  had  that  the  life  was  insurable. 


(a)  4  H.  of  L.  C.  484. 
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[The  Vice-Chancellor — ^I  think  the  burden  lies  on 
those  who  support  the  transaction.] 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Karslake  for  the  defendants. — 
There  is  a  distinction  between  a  statement  of  fact  and  a 
statement  of  intention.  No  doubt,  a  fact  must  be  stated 
trolj,  whether  material  or  not,  and  the  case  of  Anderson 
f.  Fitzgerald  carried  that  doctrine  a  long  way.  But  an 
erroneous  statement  of  an  intention,  even  supposing  the 
itatement  in  the  case  erroneoVis,  which  it  was  not  at  the 
dme  it  was  made,  stands  on  a  different  footing.  In 
Tar  den  v.  Money  {a)  it  was  held,  that  to  raise  an  equity  of 
;hi8  sort  there  must  be  a  misrepresentation  of  existing 
acts,  and  not  of  mere  intention.  In  Piggott  v.  Stratton  (i), 
iie  doctrine  laid  down  in  Money  v.  Jorden  was  con- 
ddered  and  explained  by  Lord  Campbell,  and  accepted 
18  law.  {^Loffiis  V.  Maw(^c)y  Montefiori  v.  Montefiori{d)y 
were  also  cited  (e).] 

Secondly,  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is  one  of  fraud, 
md,  having  failed,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs : 
fFilde  V.  Gibson{f). 


1804. 


Argument, 


(a)  5  H.  of  L.  C.  185. 

{b)  1  De  6.  F.  &  J.  33,  51. 

(e)  3  Giff.  592. 
.  {d)  1  Sir  W.  BL  363. 

(#)  In  Lqff'us  v.  Maw^  3 
KiL  p.  dOi,  the  Vice-Chan- 
dlofy  in  reference  to  the  cose  of 
\imuy  ▼.  Jorden,  says, ' *  Although 
he  decdsion  in  th&t  case  is  no 
\oaht  binding,  it  cannot  be  con- 
as  a  reversal  of  the  de- 
of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Eamersletf  v.  De  Biel,  and  the 
piopodtion  attributed  to  Lord 
Cnoiworih  in  the  printed  report, 
thai  a  BUtement  or  representation 


of  what  a  person  intends  or  does 
not  intend  is  not  sufficient,  seems 
irreconcileable  with  the  decision 
of  the  House  of  Lords  in  J7a- 
mersley  v,  De  Biel,  12  CI.  &:  Fin. 
45,  and  with  the  law  as  laid  down 
by  all  the  judges  of  the  highest 
nuthonty.  It  is  remarkable  that 
the  case  of  Hamerslcy  v.  DeBiel 
was  not  referred  to  any  of  the 
law  lords  in  the  case  of  Jorden  v. 
Money" 

On  the  question  of  misrepresen- 
tation see  Rawlins  v.  Wichham, 
1  Giff.  355;  s.  c.  3De  G.  &  J.  304. 

(/)  1  H.  of  L.  C.  605. 
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The  Viob-Chanoellor  : — 

From  the  evidence  of  the  defendants  it  appears  that 
the   secretary  of  the   defendants'   company  represented 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  defendants'  company  to 
retain  a  part  of  the  risk.     Mr.  Jellicoe,  an  actuary  of 
great  experience,  states  that  upon  effecting  a  policy  of 
re-assurance  It  is  the  usual  custom  for  the  office  effecting 
such  re-assurance  to  retain  a  part  of  the  risk.     This  is 
precisely  what  the  defendants'  company  represented  they 
intended  to  do.     The  importance  pf  such  representation 
is  beyond  all  question.     The  offer  and  the  acceptance 
upon  that  representation  took  place  upon  the  10th  May; 
but  the  policy  was  not  then  made,  the  contract  was  not 
completed,  nor  was  any  premium  pwd  by  the  defendants' 
association   until   eight   days  after   the    representations 
were  made  and  the  offer  accepted.     But  in  the  mean- 
time (viz.  upon  the  15th  May)  the  directors  of  the  defen- 
dants' association  made  up  their  minds  not    to   retain 
any  portion  of  the  risk,  and  not  to  have  a  contract  for 
joining  in  that  risk,  but  to  transfer  the  risk  to  somebody 
else.     That  they  made  up  their  minds  to  do,  and  did,  and 
it  was  upon  the  15th  May,  before  the  policy  was  signed, 
that  that  change  of  intention  took  place.     It  was  not 
merely  a  change  of  intention,  but  the  transfer  was  then 
actually  effectuated.     The  defendants  retained  no  liability 
whatever.     There  was,  therefore,  a  representation  made 
which  was  material  as  an  inducement  to  the  plaintiffs' 
society  to  enter  into  the  contract :  at  the  time  when  the 
contract  was  perfected  that  was  no  longer  a  true  repre- 
sentation.    The  change  of  intention  which  made  that  re- 
presentation no  longer  true  was  either  accidental  or  de- 
signed, and,  no  matter  for  what  purpose,  it  was  concealed 
from  the  plaintiffs,  who  had  accepted  the  offer  and  exe- 
cuted the  policy,  and  in  pursuance  of  such  acceptance 
were  about  to  join  in  the  risk.     The  plaintiffs,  however, 
by  the  policy  effected,  were  joining  in  no  risk  whatever 
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TTith  the  defendants'  association.  My  opinion  is,  that 
upon  every  principle  of  the  law  of  contract  their  policy 
is  vitiated  by  the  conduct  of  the  defendants'  secretary, 
however  honest  it  may  have  been,  whether  from  oversight 
or  for  whatever  reason.  There  must  be  a  decree  that 
the  policy  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  the 
defendants  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  including  the 
costs  incurred  upon  the  notice  of  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion. 


1864. 


Judgment, 
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Jan.i5.  SHAFTO  r.  ADAMS. 

BiU  by  an  ex-  ThIS  bill  was  filed  by  W.  H.  Shafto,  and  it  p 

pectant  heir  "^     ^  * 

to  set  aside  a  that  a  voluntary  post-nuptial  settlement  of  certd 

settlement  of  estatc  to  which  the  plaintiff  under  the  will  of  hi« 

expe^^y  "to  ^^  entitled,  expectant  upon  the  decease  of  hia 

trustees  for  his  and  uncle,  and  which  was  executed  by  the  plaintifi 

wife  for  life,         ,        .         '  ,  .       ,      i  .„       .    ,      i 

remainder  to  the  Circumstances  stated  m  the  bill,  might  be  set  a 
Soo/fto  the^  The  bill  stated  that,  shortly  before  the  date  and 
children,  j-Jqjj  ^f  ^j^^  gj^jj  settlement,  the  plaintiff,  in  conse 

remainder  ^  ^  *  '    ^ 

to  herself  for  of  differences  which   existed   between  himself  a 

while  he  was  wife,  and  his  wife's  mother  Mrs.  Eleanor  Lee,  1 

oD^the^fug  °^  residence,  and  for  a  short  time  took  up  his  abod 

gesUon  of  his  hotel  in  Plymouth,  where  he  expected  to  be  loi 

wife's  mother        ,        .  ...  . 

^Dismissed     his  wife.     His  said  wife,  acting,  as  was  alleged 

without  costs.    1  .,,         ,  .  1  .,v    1  x»     T  i     J 

The  principle  bill,  not  in  accordance  with  her  own  ieelings,  bui 

Court^ncts^in  ^^^   influence   of  her  mother,  refused  to   comm 

discouraging  ^ith  the  plaintiff;    that  Mrs.  Lee  insisted  that, 

sales, and'  ously  to  any  communication  taking  place  betwc 

expectant*  plaintiff  and   his  wife,  he  should  execute  a  sett 

heirs  of  rever-  ^f  j^jg  interest  in  real  estate  under  his  uncle's  will 

sionary  mtcr- 

ests,  has  no  bill  alleged  that  subsequently  Mrs.  Lee's  solicit 

a  settlement  companicd  by  a  Major  Studdy,  a  friend  of  hers 

fovonr^of  his  ^P^^  *^^®  plaintiff  and  represented  that  no  reconc 

wife  and  could  take  place  between  him  and  his  wife  unless  t 

children.  *■  t         mi  t  . 

posed  settlement  was  made.  The  solicitor,  as  the  ] 
alleged,  further  stated  that  if  the  plaintiff  attem 
sell  his  said  reversionary  estate  he  would  not  be 
obtain  more  than  lOOZ.  or  200Z.  for  it,  and  promis 
Mrs.  Lee  would,  if  the  plaintiff  made  the  propos 
tlement,  give  him  60/.  in  cash,  and  settle  1000/. 
plaintiff's  wife. 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  consequence  of  these  rej 
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tations  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  execute  the  settlement^  and 
was  taken  by  Major  Studdy  on  the  27th  July,  1858,  to 
the  solicitor's  private   residence,  who  produced  a  deed 
wady  engrossed,  which  he  read  over  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
without  comment  of  any  sort,  and  the  plaintiff  subse- 
quently signed  the  same  in  the  presence  of  the  solicitor 
and  Major  Studdy.     No  other  person  was  present  at  the 
execution  of  the  said  settlement.     The  solicitor  retained 
possession  of  the  deed.     The  bill  alleged  that  prior  to  and 
at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  said  deed  the  plaintiff 
''^fl   in  pecuniary  distress.     No  copy  or  draft  of  the  set- 
tlement was  previously  perused  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff.     Neither  the  plaintiff's  uncle,  the  tenant  for 
^©»    nor  the   plaintiff's  father  was  consulted  by  the 
plaintiff   with    reference    to    the    settlement,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  without  any  professional  or  other  advice  or 
^fiistance.     The  costs  of  the  solicitor  who  prepared  the 
settlement  were  paid  by  Mrs.  Lee. 

^be  bill  alleged  that^  since  the  plaintiff's  marriage  and 

before   the  execution  of  his  said  settlement,  his  wife's 

'oother,  Mrs.  Lee,  had  made  some  payments  on  his  ac- 

^^^^t,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  1000/.,  which  it  had  been 

arranged  should  be  deducted  out  of  the  money  to  which 


1864. 


his 


"^'ife  would  be  entitled  on  her  mother's  death.     That 


Mter     the  date  of  the  settlement  Mrs.  Lee  under  her 

^^^Oant  had  paid,  for  the  separate  use  oi  the  plaintiff's 

^**^»   interest  on  the  sum  of  1000/.,  but  that  he  had  never 

5f^<^eived  from  Mrs.  Lee's  solicitor,  or  any  other  person, 

^^  Bum  of  60/.     The  plaintiff  further  alleged  that  at  the 

^**^^  of  the  settlement  the  annual  rent  of  the  lands  com- 

pria^^  in  the  settlement,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  en- 

ti^le^  for  life  in  expectancy,  subject  to  a  charge  of  3089/. 

*   ••     5rf.   and  certain  annuities,   exceeded  the  sum  of 

^^sOoo/.,  and  that  the  value  of  his  life  interest  therein  was 

^^»00o/,  at  least,  but  of  which  fact  he  was  at  that  time 

^  ^mplete  ignorance. 


StatemenU 


494 


CASES  IN  CHANCEllY. 


1864. 
Shavto 

V, 

Adams. 
Statement. 


The  indenture  in  question  was  dated  the  27th  July, 
1858>  and  made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  first  part, 
Mrs,  Lee  of  the  second  part,  and  William  Frederick 
Beadon  (since  dead)  and  John  Adams  of  the  third  part 
After  reciting  that  an  estate  in  fee  simple  had  been  de- 
yised  to  the  plaintiff's  uncle  for  his  life,  remainder  to  the 
plaintiff's  father  for  his  life,  remainder  to  the  plaintiff  for 
his  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  and 
their  respective  issue  severally  in  succession  in  tail  male 
as  therein  mentioned;  and  reciting  that  Mrs.  Lee  had 
since  the  plaintiff's  marriage  made  considerable  payments 
for  his  benefit;  in  consideration  of  such  payments,  and 
of  Mrs.  Lee's  covenant  thereinafter  contained,  the  plain- 
tiff granted  unto  the  said  trustees,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  all  that  his  interest  in  the  said 
property  expectant  upon  the  several  deceases,  or  other 
determination  of  the  estates  of  his  uncle  and  father  as 
aforesaid.  To  hold  the  same  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine 
years  if  the  plaintiff  should  so  long  live,  upon  trust  that 
the  said  trustees  should,  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  should 
become  entitled  to  the  receipt  thereof,  become  and  stand 
possessed  of  the  rents  and  annual  profits  of  the  heredita- 
ments comprised  in  the  said  term  during  the  joint  lives 
of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof  to  the  wife  for  her  separate  use,  with  a  restriction 
on  anticipation,  and  after  her  death  during  the  life  of  the 
plaintiff  out  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  to  pay  the 
annual  sum  of  500/.  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
the  children  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife.  In  such  shares 
and  manner  as  the  said  trustees  should  in  their  discretion 
think  proper,  and  that  the  trustees  should  pay  the  residue 
of  the  said  rents  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  assigns;  then 
followed  trusts  for  the  maintenance,  education,  and  ad- 
vancement of  the  children,  with  a  provision  that  the  non- 
applied  accumulations  should  be  in  trust  for  all  the 
children  in  equal  shares,  with  an  ultimate  trust  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff. 
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It  was  by  the  said  indenture  witnessed  that,  in  consi*- 
deration  of  the  grant  of  the  said  hereditaments  by  the 
plaintiff  thereinbefore  contained,  Mrs,  Lee  covenanted 
with  the  trustees  that  she,  her  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators, would  forthwith  pay  to  them  the  sum  of 
1000/. ;  and  in  case  the  said  sum  should  not  be  paid 
forthwith,  to  pay  interest  for  the  same  at  the  rate 
of  51.  per  cent,  per  annum.  And  it  was  also  agreed 
that  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  said  sum 
of  1000/. ;  upon  trust  to  allow  the  same  to  remain  due  on 
the  covenant  of  Mrs.  Lee,  or  compel  payment  thereof  and 
invest  the  said  sum  when  so  paid  in  or  upon  the  securities 
thereinbefore  mentioned,  and  pay  and  apply  the  annual 
income  of  such  investment  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff's 
wife,  for  her  separate  use  for  life,  and  without  power  of 
anticipation ;  and  after  her  decease  to  apply  the  same  and 
the  annual  income  arising  therefrom  upon  the  trusts 
thereinbefcre  declared  with  respect  to  such  part  of  the 
said  sum  of  600/.  as  might  be  so  accumulated  as  afore- 
said; but  in  case  there  should  be  no  child  to  take  the 
same,  then  upon  trust  for  Mrs.  Lee,  her  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns. 

The  defendant  was  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  settle- 
ment in  favour  of  the  wife  and  children  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  bill  offered  to  repay  to  Mrs.  Lee  all  payments  made 
by  her  under  the  covenant  aforesaid  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff's  wife. 
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Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  F,  T.  White  for  the  plaintiff. 

This  was  a  settlement  by  an  expectant  heir  at  a  time 
when  he  was  greatly  embarrassed,  and  under  the  influence 
of  his  wife's  mother.  It  was  made  when  the  plaintiff  was 
ignorant  of  the  real  value  of  the  property,  and  was  not 
in  the  usual  form  which  would  have  given  the  husband 
the  first  life  estate.     In  Cooke  v.  Lamotte  (a),  where  an 
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{a)  15  Beav.  234. 
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aunt  was  Induced  by  her  nephew  to  give  him  a  post  obit 
bondy  the  Court  set  it  aside.  [^Hoghton  v.  Hoghton  (a), 
Archer  v.  Hudson  (J),  and  Jenner  v.  Jenner  (c),  were  also 
cited.] 

Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  C,  Hally  for  the  wife  and  children, 
were  not  called  upon. 


Mr.  Karslake  appeared  for  the  trustee. 

Judgment.       The  ViCE-ChANCELLOE  : — 

Independently  of  the  question  of  purchase,  this 
cannot  be  sustained.    There  is  no  authority  or  intelligible 
principle  upon  which  this  Court  can  interfere  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  husband  to  set  aside  a  settlement  made  by 
himself  in  favour  of  his  wife  and  children.     In  this  case 
an  attempt  is  made  to  set  aside  the   Hettlement  upon 
the   ground   of  the   husband  being  an  expectant  heir. 
His  being  an  expectant  heir  is  no  reason  why  he  should 
not  make  such  a  settlement  as  this.     The  principle  upon 
which  this  Court  acts  in  discouraging  mortgages,  sales,  and 
dealings  by  expectant  heirs  of  their  reversionary  interests 
has  no  application  to  the  case  of  an  expectant  heir  wbo 
has  made  a  settlement  upon  his  wife  and  children.    Tbe 
bill  must  be  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 


(a)  15  Beav.  278. 


(b)  9  Giff.  232. 


(e)  7  Beav.  551. 
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HE  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  Thomas  Coppard,  of  On  a  bill  by  a 

Henfield^  Sussex,  on  behalf  of  hijnself  and  all  other  the  against  an 

unsatisfied  creditors  of  the  defendant  Richard  Gates,  a  ^dw^deed 

brewer  and  farmer  at  Horsham,  in  Sussex,  and  prayed  ^^J  the  benefit 

^    '  ,  *      -^  ofcrediton, 

that  the  trusts  of  a  deed  of  inspectorship  executed  by  who  had 

him  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  might  be  carried  into  act  on  the 

effect  under  the  order  of  the  Court.  S^  dJ^^w  to 

The  bill  also  prayed  for  an  account  against  the  defen-  getting  in  the 

*      "^  .  debtor's 

dant  Alfred  Allen,  who  was  one  of  the  inspectors  under  estate,  the 

the  deed,  and  that  he  might  be  charged  with  what,  but  an  account 

for  his  wilful  neglect  and  default,  he  might  have  received.  I^*^^)^® 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  numerous  wilful  default, 

applications  to  the  defendant  for  an  account  of  the  state  rests  and 

of  the  assets.     The  defendant's  soHcitor  had,  after  re-  for^^S^iSte 

peated  applications,  sent  to  the  plaintiff  a  statement  of  ®^^®  ^^ 

account ;  but  the  defendant  Allen  positively  refused  to  will  treat  in- 

•  •.  •  T  •  1-xx  1.  spectors  with 

give  any  assistance  in  veriiymg  such  statement.  reasonable 

The  bill  further  alleged  that  the  defendant  Allen  had  {j^^t^^ftSe*' 

retiuned  in  his  own  hands  a  large  sum,  being  part  of  the  «"»« time 

proceeds  of  the  estate,  and  that  he  claimed  to  be  paid  a  them 

considerable  amount  for  his  services,  and  to  be  allowed  SSgwace  in 

sundry  payments,  for  which  he  had  no  proper  vouchers.  ^'^^^^^^ 

uie  uUiies 

The  deed  was  dated  the  31st  August,  1851,  and  was  prescribed  and 
made  between  Richard  Gates  of  the  first  part ;  Fielder 
King,  James  Rhodes,  and  the  defendant  Allen  of  the 
second  part;  and  the  several  creditors  of  Grates  who 
might  execute  the  same  of  the  third  part.  It  recited 
that,  at  a  meeting  of  Gates's  creditors,  it  was  represented 
to  them  by  him  that  it  would  be  for  their  benefit  if  his 
stock  in  trade  and  effects  were  got  in  and  realised  from 
time  to  time,  and  not  by  a  forced  sale ;  and  it  was  there- 


498 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1864. 

COPPAKD 
O. 

Allbn. 
Stat§ment* 


fore  agreed  that  a  year  should  be  given  to  the  said 
R.  Gates  to  collect,  get  in,  and  dispose  of  his  estate 
under  the  inspection  of  the  three  persons  parties  thereto 
of  the  second  part.  It  was  thereby  witnessed  that  the 
parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  granted  to  Gates  licence 
to  conduct  and  manage  the  affairs  of  his  trade  and  busi- 
ness as  a  brewer  and  farmer,  and  to  collect^  get  in,  and 
dispose  of  his  stock  in  trade,  estate,  and  effects,  under 
the  inspection  of  the  three  inspectors,  until  the  30th 
August,  1852,  if  he  (Gates)  should  so  long  live,  and  ob- 
serve the  covenants  therein;  and  covenanted  that  the 
parties  thereto  of  the  third  part  would  not  during  the 
time  aforesaid  sue  the  said  B.  Gates,  nor  attach  his 
estate. 

Gates  for  his  part  covenanted  with  the  three  inspectowj 
and  with  tlie  creditors  parties  of  the  third  part,  when 
required  by  the  inspectors,  to  make  out  in  writing  a  true 
account  of  his  debts,  property,  and  effects,  and  of  the 
several  incumbrances  thereon,  and  to  use  his  best  endet- 
vours  to  collect  and  get  in  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors ;  and  from  time  to  time^  when  any  money  should 
have  been  received  by  him  sufficient  to  pay  2$.  6rf.  in  the 
pound  upon  the  debts,  to  pay  and  distribute  the  same 
unto  and  amongst  his  creditors,  and  so  firom  time  to  time 
until  all  his  debts  should  be  paid ;  and  until  such  paym^t 
to  deposit  the  moneys  received  by  him  with  the  Branch 
London  and  County  Bank  at  Horsham,  to  an  account  to 
be  opened  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  estate,  or  othe^ 
wise  dispose  thereof  as  the  three  inspectors  ahould  bm 
time  to  time  direct. 

The  deed  further  provided  that  if,  by  reason  of  any 
unforeseen  cause,  any  delay  should  take  place  in  the  fiu^ 
settlement  of  the  affairs  of  the  said  Richard  Gates,  so  aa 
to  prevent  his  creditors  from  receiving  the  full  amount  of 
their  debts  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  a  year,  the  in^ 
specters  might  prolong  or  extend  the  time  for  the  further 
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space  of  another  year.     The  deed  contained  also  a  cove- 
nant by  Gates  with  the  parties  of  the  third  part,  that  if, 
at  any  time  during  the  said  term  or  intended  term,  his 
trades  or  businesses  should,  in  the  judgment  of  the  in- 
spectors, become  embarrassed  or  less  adequate  to  answer 
the  purposes  thereby  intended,  he  (Gates)  would  at  the 
request  of  the  inspectors  convey  and  assign  to  them  all 
the  then  unapplied  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  creditors,  as  the  inspectors 
should  require.     It  was  further  agreed  that  on  any  sale 
the  surplus  moneys  to  arise  therefrom  should  be  paid  to 
the  inspectors  on  trust  to  pay  and  divide  the  same  among 
the  creditors.     Previously  to  the  execution  of  the  deed 
a  meeting  of  the  creditors  took  place,  at  which  it  was 
stated  that  the  debts  amounted  to  35,000/.,  of  which 
^93/.  was  due  to  the  plaintiff.     The  assets  were  repre- 
sented to  be  worth  25,000/, 

At  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  indenture  by 
Gates,  he  was  seised  of  real  estate  of  considerable  value, 
Some  of  which  was  mortgaged.     His  other  property  cou- 
nted of  stock  in  trade,  book  debts,  furniture,  &c. 

The  bill  alleged  that  out  of  the  moneys  received  by 
the  inspectors  large  sums  were  paid  by  them  to  the 
mortgagees,  but  no  dividend  had  ever  been  declared 
among  Gates's  general  creditors.  The  bill  further  alleged 
that  the  inspectors  had  received  sufficient  property  be- 
longing to  Gates  to  have  paid  a  considerable  dividend  on 
all  his  unsecured  debts,  but  that  such  property  had  been 
misapplied  and  wasted  to  a  considerable  extent;  and 
that,  but  for  their  wilful  neglect  and  default,  they  might 
have  received  considerable  sums  in  respect  of  the  out- 
standing debts  due  to  Gates,  and  of  other  portions  of  his 
property,  besides  what  they  actually  received,  and  that 
the  defendant  Allen  ought  to  account  for  the  moneys 
which  might  have  been  so  received. 

In  1854  James  lihodcs,  one  of  the  inspectors,  left  the 
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country,  and  was  still  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
In  1861  Fielder  King,  another  of  the  inspectors,  died, 
and  Allen  had  since  acted  as  the  sole  inspector. 

The  defendant  Allen,  by  his  answer,  averred  that 
William  King,  solicitor,  of  Grodalming,  a  brother  of 
Fielder  King,  took  upon  himself  the  management  of  the 
affairs  of  the  inspectorship,  and,  except  as  after  men- 
tioned, conducted  the  whole  of  the  business.  A  portion 
only  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  was 
paid  to  him  the  defendant,  and,  by  reason  of  the  mi 
William  King's  refusal  to  deliver  up  the  accounts  to  him, 
he  was  unable  to  state  specifically  the  particulars  of  the 
estate.  In  the  schedule  he  had  set  forth  an  account  of 
the  moneys  received  by  him,  showing  a  balance  of  1411 
I5s,  8rf.  only  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  general  cre- 
ditors. He  claimed  to  retain  certain  sums  in  respect  of 
a  judgment  debt  of  1 100/.  The  report  sent  by  William 
King,  in  reply  to  the  plaintiff's  application,  was  prepared 
and  sent  without  defendant's  instructions ;  and  he  was 
unable  to  furnish  a  more  complete  account,  owing  to  the 
papers  and  accounts  being  solely  in  the  hands  of  William 
King,  who  had  refused  to  deliver  them  up. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  William  King  that  he 
had  only  acted  in  realizing  the  estate  as  solicitor  ix 
Allen.  He  admitted  that  the  schedule  to  the  defend 
Allen's  answer  was,  to  the  best  of  his  belief,  inaccu 
and  defective.  He  had  received  the  proceeds  of  the 
of  some  furniture  for  which  he  had  not  accounted, 
he  permitted  Gates  to  retnin  other  furniture,  for  whi 
he  was  to  pay  179/.   13^.  7(/.,  which  he  had  not  done. 

An  accountant,  named  Bolton,  who  was  employed 
Mr.  William  King,  alleged  that  the  first  account 
nished  by  Allen  consisted  of  two  items  only  on  a  slip 
paper,  which  he  rendered.    Upon  being  pressed  for  furtb 
accounts,  he  sent  in  particulars  of  a  claim  for  travelli 
expenses   amounting  to  about   100/.     When  a  furtb 
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ount  was  furnished  the  witness,  in  a  letter  to  William 
ttg,  described  it  as  bearing  "  evident  marks  of  error, 
fusion,  and  stupidity," 

^.  Malim  and  Mr.  Kay  for  the  plaintiff  contended 
t  this  case  was  within  all  the  authorities.  The  right 
ui  account  could  not  be  disputed.  It  was  equally  clear 
t  the  defendant  Allen  was  bound  to  make  good  all 
se  sums  which  had  been  lost  through  his  neglect. 
The  suit  had  been  made  necessary  by  his  misconduct, 
!  it  was  submitted  he  must  pay  the  costs. 
Springett  v.  Dashwood(a)y  Kemp  v.  BvTn(J)),  were 
id.] 

At.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Rowdiffe  for  the  defendant 
en.  —  This  suit  is  defective  for  want  of  parties. 
:h  Bhodes  and  King  acted,  and,  even  assuming  that 
3des,  who  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  could  not  be 
le  a  party,  there  was  no  reason  assigned  why  the 
jonal  representative  of  King  was  not  made  a  de- 
lant. 

tat,  secondly,  this  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  so  far 
t  seeks  to  make  the  defendant  Allen  personally  liable : 
lad  no  active  duty  to  perform,  and  therefore  he  could 
5  neglected  none.  The  scope  of  the  deed  was  that 
es  should  get  in  and  realise  the  estate,  and  he  cove- 
Led  to  do  so,  but  it  would  have  been  impossible 
nforce  that  covenant.  Then,  where  was  the  case  of 
al  default  ?  The  defendant  was  perfectly  willing  to 
ant  for  all  moneys  received  by  him,  and  to  vouch 
nyments  which  he  claimed,  and  if  the  plaintiff  wanted 
relief  he  should  have  filed  a  different  bill. 

Jr.  Srooksbank,  for  the  defendant  Gates,  had  offered 
ty  into  court  the  sum  of  150/.  in  respect  of  the  ftur- 
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CoppARD     him  with  costs. 


V. 

Allen. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 
w  g.t,cn  .  j^  j^^  ^^^^  contended  on  behalf  of  Alfred  Allen 
that,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  deed  of  inspection 
of  the  Slat  August,  1851,  there  were  no  duties  oi 
any  active  kind  imposed  upon  him,  or  that  they  were 
such  that  he  was  justified  in  pursuing  the  course  he  \d 
taken. 

The  argument  on  his  behalf  has    mainly  been  tbl 
there  were  no  duties  at  all  upon  which  this  Court  couH 
fasten  a  trust,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  there  were  no  dufo 
to  perform,  there  could  be  no  decree  for  the  perfonnanee 
of  them.     If,  however,  there  were  duties  to  perform,  and 
there  has  been  no  performance,  that  amounts  to  a  neglect 
of  duty,  and  upon  the  whole  case  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
one  in  which  there  has  been  gross  neglect  on  his  part 
The  question  is  important,  because  in  many  cases  of  tki* 
kind,  where  the  duties  of  trustees  under  deeds  of  in^ 
tion  are  involved,  and  when  the  trusts  are  for  the  h&m 
of  the  creditors,  it  too  often  happens  that  there  i«  ^ 
that  degree  of  diligence  or  that  strict  performance  of  t« 
duties  of  the  trusts  which  the  interests  of  the  crecbtow 
require.     The  Court  is,  I  think,  bound  to  treat  peno« 
acting  as  inspectors  or  as   trustees  with   a  reasonaWi 
degree  of  indulgence ;  but  at  the  same  time  it  will  reqinft 
of  them  a  reasonable  degree  of  diligence  in  the  perfbi*' 
ance  of  their  duties.     There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  tb 
duties  which  were  to  be  performed  in  this  case.    a» 
form  of  the   deed  left  it  merely  in  covenant  that  !■ 
whole  of  the  property  should  be  conveyed  to  and  vertei 
in  trustees,  in  order  that  it  might  be  sold  and  realised  v 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors.     The  deed  contams  only* 
covenant  to  that  efTect,  but  the  Court  must  hold  th»t  *« 
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:ee8  were  liable  for  the  nonperformance  of  that 
nant  which  it  was  their  duty  to  enforce  on  the 
of  the  debtor. 

is  said  that  the  covenant  was  not  with  them,  but  with 
creditors,  and  if  it  were  that  is  no  excuse  at  all  in  a 
of  this  kind.  But,  in  fact,  the  trustees  had,  under 
deed,  power  to  require,  if  necessary,  an  assignment 
le  whole  of  the  property  of  the  debtor ;  but  practically 
tonveyance  of  the  property  was  necessary,  because 
'  dominion  over  it  was  never  resisted  by  the  debtor. 
e  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  inspectors  had 
Bs  to  perform,  and  that  the  defendant  had  acted  as 
ector.  Through  the  intervention  of  a  solicitor  acting 
he  inspectors,  the  property  was  in  part  received  and 
ised  ;  part  of  it  was  sold,  and  some  of  the  outstanding 
8  were  got  in.  All  that  was  done  in  the  execution 
lie  powers  conferred  upon  the  trustees ;  and  nothing 
18  to  have  been  required  for  the  actual  and  complete 
)nnance  of  the  trusts,  or  to  enable  the  trustees  to 
in  the  whole  of  the  property  of  the  debtor.  Gates, 
interposed  no  obstacle  whatsoever  to  the  perform- 
of  the  trusts.  The  question  is,  how  has  the  pro- 
Y  been  disposed  of  which  was  got  in  ?  It  is  clearly 
ndence  that  it  was  got  in  with  the  knowledge  and 
IT  the  inspection  and  control  of  the  defendant  Allen, 
bare  fact  that  the  balance,  though  it  amounts  to 
about  150/.,  has  been,  during  a  period  of  nine  years 
ast,  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Allen,  and  undis- 
d  of  by  him,  is  evidence  of  neglect  on  his  part, 
ther  part  of  the  evidence  showing  his  neglect  is,  that 
price  of  the  furniture,  though  a  sum  not  very  con- 
•able,  yet  of  an  amount  suflBcient  to  have  made  it 
iuty  of  Allen  to  get  it  in  and  hold  it  for  the  benefit 
le  creditors,  has  not  been  got  in  at  all  from  the 
or,  but  still  remains  in  his  hands.     It  has  been  well 
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settled  that,  in  the  case  of  a  bill  for  an  account  agunst  i 
person  in  a  fiduciary  character,  one  act  of  n^lect  is 
sufficient  to  make  him  liable  to  a  decree  for  an  aooount, 
as  for  wilful  neglect  and  default  for  what  he  nu^t  hiTe 
received.  But  the  neglect  and  misconduct  of  the  de- 
fendant appears  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Bolton,  tlie 
accountant  and  solicitor  formerly  employed  by  the  inspeis 
tors,  which  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  Allen,  of  a  gross  description. 

In  this  case  this  trustee  is  little  entitled  to  d» 
indulgence  of  the  Court  for  his  conduct.  He  btf 
shown  great  neglect  in  the  performance  of  his  duties, 
and  yet  he  has  preferred  claims  against  the  trust  estate 
to  as  great  an  amount  as  the  utmost  diligence  on  hii 
part  would  have  entitled  him  to  do.  It  is  objected 
that  the  defendant  is  only  one  of  three  trustees,  and  tlit 
the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  an  account  directed 
against  him  without  bringing  the  other  two  trasUefl» 
Bhodes  and  King,  or  their  representatives,  before  tki 
Court;  but  Bhodes  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  thitii 
a  reason  for  not  having  him  before  the  Court ;  and  lSa% 
is  dead,  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  his  representiliit 
should  be  made  a  party  to  the  suit.  It  has  been  ^ 
settled  that  a  cestui  que  trust,  seeking  an  account  agiM 
trustees  for  a  breach  of  trust  by  one  of  the  trostMi 
alone,  will  be  justified  in  bringing  that  one  befi>re  A> 
Court  without  the  others.  There  is  no  difficulty  P** 
sented  in  this  case  by  the  absence  of  the  other  inspecM 
both  of  whom  seem  to  have  acted  in  the  characteri^. 
trustees.  The  plaintiff  prays  for  costs  up  to  the  deaHf 
and,  looking  at  the  defence  of  the  defendant  Allen,  tfi 
the  attitude  he  has  assumed,  I  think  that  the  plainttf  * 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  date  d  ^ 
decree,  and  also  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  decree  fiv  0 
account  as  for  wilful  neglect  and  default,  for  what  Ai 
defendant  Allen  might  have  received.    As  to  Gate0»  ^ 
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abmltted  to  pay  the  150/.^  which  appears  to  be  still 
is  hands^  into  court,  and  the  order  will  be  that  he 
)ay  the  same  within  one  month.  In  taking  the 
mts  against  the  defendant  Allen  there  must  be  yearly 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  upon  the  balances, 
igh  it  does  not  help  the  defendant's  case  that  he  was 
more  diligent  in  getting  in  the  money  which  has 
ined  in  the  hands  of  Gates,  yet  I  can  see  nothing 
ates's  conduct  that]'entitles  the  plaintiff  to  a  decree 
ist  him  for  costs. 


1864. 

COPPARD 
V. 

Allen. 


Judgment. 


WILLIAMS  V.  HEADLAND. 

ILIAM  HEADLAND,  the  testator  in  the  cause, 
sathed  to  the  defendants  Francis  John  Headland  and 
ird  Headland,  their  executors,  &c.,  all  his  personal 
3  upon  trust,  as  to  one-third  thereof,  to  convey,  assign^ 
and  deliver  the  same  to  the  separate  use  of  the 
dff  Isabella  Ann  Williams ;  and  as  to  the  remaining 
bird  parts,  at  their  and  his  absolute  discretion,  to  sell 

parts  thereof  as  should  not  consist  of  money  or 
ities  for  money,  mining,  railway,  or  other  shares  or 
iption  of  property  not  bearing  interest,  dividends,  or 
al  produce,  and  to  invest  the  same  as  therein  men- 
d,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
al  produce  thereof,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  same  to 
[.  Headland  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  pay, 
fer^  and  assign,  assure  and  convey  the  said  two  third 

or  shares  of  his  said  personal  estate,  and  the  stocks. 


Jan.  23. 


In  an  admi- 
nistration suit, 
the  order  of 
the  Court  is 
an  indemnity 
to  the  execu- 
tors. 

In  an  ad- 
ministration 
suit,  executors 
claimed  to 
retain  part  of 
the  residue  as 
an  indemnity 
against  possi- 
ble liability  in 
respect  of 
mining  shares. 
The  Court 
refused  the 
claim,  but 
required  the 
residuarylega- 
tees  to  under- 
take to  answer 
such  liability. 


Statement, 


506  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1864.        funds,  and  other  securities  upon  which  the  same  might  be 
Williams    then  invested,  unto  E.  M.  Headland  and  C.  Headlind 

HEADi'jiND.    absolutely. 

Testator  died  on  the  3rd  April,  1860.  At  his  death 
he  was  possessed  of  shares  in  certain  mines  on  which  it 
was  contended  certain  liabilities  might  arise. 

The  shares  had  been  sold  for  2«.  Od,  per  share,  but  hid 
not  been  registered  in  the  name  of  the  purchaser ;  and   , 
the  executors  said  that  they  were  informed  and  believed 
that  the  testator's  estate  might  be  made  liable  for  fiitare 
calls. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Malina  and  Mr.  Idelville. — This  was  a  suit  for  the 
administration  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  any  order  for 
payment  made  by  the  Court  is  an  indemnity  to  the  execo- 
tors.  In  Waller  v.  Barrett  (a)  the  Master  of  the  Rolk 
says,  "  Where  executors  have  fiiirly  placed  all  the  ct 
cumstances  before  the  Court  and  act  under  its  order  they 
will  be  indemnified  against  all  future  liabilities  "  (().  h 
Bennett  v.  Lytton  (c)  Vice- Chancellor  Wood  followed  the 
decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  His  Honour  said  (^ 
I  rest  my  decision  on  the  broader  ground  that  execnton 
who  act  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  will  be  protected 
and  that  those  who  may  afterwards  dispute  the  propiie^ 
of  the  application  must  proceed  against  the  legate* 
What  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  thought  was  the  right  gnmii 
for  the  creditor  to  take  was  actually  taken  in  Dama^* 
Nicholson^  where  the  creditor  sued  the  specific  legatee. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Toulmin,  for  the  executors.— Ih 
usual  practice  of  the  Court  was  to  allow  execntofs  H 
retain  a  sufficient  sum  to  indemnify  them  against  nk. 
That  was  the  invariable  practice  as  to  leases  ootfl  tie 
passing  of  the  22  &  23  Vic.  c.  35.     This  case  was  i«t 

(a)  24  Beav.  413.  (c)  2  J.  A  H.  155 ;  iWd. !«. 

(b)  Ibid.  416.  ((i)  2  De  O.  &  J.  60^ 
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OTided  for  by  the  statutes ;  all  that  the  executors  asked 

18  to  have  £200  retained  as  an  indemnity  to  them.  Williams 

^7        ^  Headland. 

le  Vice-Chancellor  : —  

In  the  ease  of  Bennet  v.  Lytton,  which  has  been  referred     Judgment, 
Vice-Chancellor  Wood  appears  to  rest  his  order  upon 
3  broadest  ground, 

I  cannot  imagine  anything  more  dangerous  than  to 
row  the  least  doubt  upon  the  extent  to  which  a 
cree  of  this  Court  is  an  indemnity  to  executors.  If 
&  Court  orders  a  sum  to  be  paid  to  an  executor,  or 
iers  an  executor  to  pay  a  sum,  or  takes  it .  out  of  his 
nds^  that  order  is,  generally  speaking,  an  indemnity  to 
3  executor.  But  the  Court  is  always  careful  of  the  case 
those  who  may  have  demands  against  the  estate  not  at 
?sent  made,  or  not  at  present  appearing ;  and  for  this 
ison^  as  Lord  Cottenham  long  ago  pointed  out,  the  old 
ictice  of  the  Court  was  that  every  legatee,  before  he 
t  payment  of  his  legacy  through  a  decree  of  the  Court, 
5  obliged  to  enter  into  a  recognisance  to  refund  in  case 
mands  should  be  made  against  the  estate  which  did  not 
m  appear.  That  practice  gradually  got  into  disuse,  * 
t  that  course  of  the  Court  clearly  shows  that  what  the 
►art  had  in  view  was,  not  merely  the  indemnity  of  the 
3cator,  but  care  with  reference  to  the  rights  of  those 
lO  might  have  demands  against  the  estate  not  then 
pearing,  so  as  to  preserve  those  demands  against  the 
ets  in  the  hands  of  those  who  were  to  receive  them 
m  the  Court.      In  the  case  of  Waller  v.  Barrett  the 

• 

ister  of  the  Rolls  had  before  him  a  demand  for  an 
lemnity^  in  the  shape  of  setting  apart  a  specific  fund  to 
Bwer  an  apprehended  breach  of  covenant  in  a  lease.  In 
%t  case  the  chief  clerk  certified,  upon  a  reference  for 
oviding  a  proper  indemnity,  the  case  being  one  in  which 
I  indemnity  was  necessary,  that  recognisances  by  the 
gatees  who  were   to  receive  the  money  out  of  court 
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ldC4. 
Williams 

V, 

Headland. 
Judgment, 


would  be  a  sufficient  indemnity,  and  so  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  held.  In  that  ease  he  reviewed  the  whole  of  the 
authorities,  and  showed  very  clearly  the  principle  upon 
which  the  Court  acts.  I  notice  that  case  because  it  was 
one  in  which  there  was  no  decree  for  general  administn- 
tion — a  case  in  which,  therefore,  the  executors  had  not  been 
indemnified  by  the  order  of  the  Court  in  the  administration 
of  the  estate.  It  follows,  from  what  he  pointed  out,  that 
when  the  Court  too  implicitly  follows  a  precedent  a  great 
deal  of  injustice  is  done,  and  more  is  done  than  is  necessary 
with  reference  to  the  rights  of  those  who  may  be  entitled 
to  demands  against  the  estate,  or  than  the  proper  indemnity 
of  the  executors  requires.  The  general  rule  is,  that  what 
the  Court  orders  to  be  done  as  to  an  estate  is  an  indemnity 
to  the  executors,  as  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  stated  in. 
the  case  of  Waller  v.  Barrett  I  do  not  mean  that,  whew 
an  executor  is  ordered  to  pay  a  sum  in  a  suit  which  is  not 
for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  it  will  protect  hnn 
from  creditors.  But  in  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  an 
estate,  if  the  Court  orders  him  to  pay  money,  that  is  a 
perfect  security  to  him ;  for  unless  that  were  so  it  would 
paralyse  the  functions  of  this  Court.  Now,  what  I  hate 
to  look  to  is,  what  is  asked  on  the  part  of  the  executorSi 
and  what  on  the  part  of  the  legatees,  and  what  it  is 
proper  for  the  Court  to  do.  The  case  is  one  in  which  the 
apprehended  liability  is  in  respect  of  shares  sold  but  not 
registered  to  the  purchaser.  It  is  impossible  to  say  in 
such  a  case  that  there  may  not  be  some  demand  against 
the  estate;  and  the  liability  of  the  executors  is  thus 
brought  nearer  and  in  a  more  urgent  way  than  under 
other  circumstances  it  might  be.  But  to  set  apart  a  sum 
to  answer  the  liability  would  seem  to  be  a  great  injostiee 
to  the  residuary  legatee,  and  more  than  the  execnton 
upon  any  principle  are  entitled  to  ask.  If,  in  this  case 
the  residuary  legatee  undertakes  to  make  good  any  liabiiity 
or  to  answer  any  demand  that  may  be  made  in  respect  o* 
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hese  sold  unregistered  shares,  that  is  enough,  in  my 
opinion,  to  enable  him  to  receive  the  money  out  of 
curt.  Unquestionably,  the  order  of  the  Court,  so  far 
is  the  liability  of  the  executors  is  concerned,  is  a  complete 
ndemnity,  and  I  would  not  have  it  supposed  that  I  enter- 
ain  a  moment's  doubt  about  it. 
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1864. 
Williams 

V, 

Headland. 
Judgment, 


MERRYWEATHER  v.  JONES. 


Feb.  24  k  26. 


This  bUl  was  filed  by  Jane  Merryweather,  the  wife  of  ^^J^^wd  wife 
GeoTffQ  Merryweather,  by  her  next  friend,  and  it  prayed  who  had 

.       married  M^n 

that  the  will  of  Merric  Burrell,  dated  1845,  and  the  will  to  set  aside  a 
of  Elizabeth  Burrell,  dated  1856,  the  father  and  mother  geuleraeV 
of  the  plaintiff,  might  be  administered  under  the  direction  ^ec'ited  wWle 

of  the  Court.  subsequently 

The  bill  also  prayed  that  a  post-nuptial  settlement  dated  the  benefit  of 
the  18th  December,  1858,  might  be  declared  void,  and  ^efbrher' 
tibat  the  trustees  might  be  directed  to  transfer  the  trust  separate  use, 

^  °  ^  ^  remainder  to 

moneys  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  her  husband  in  her  right,  her  (first) 

fifeed  firom  the  trusts  thereof.  life,  remainder 

At  the  date  of  the  settlement  the  plaintiff  was  only  ^°jS|^*irf  ti,e 
diditeen  years  of  age,  and  was  married  in   1856  to  John  marriage,  in 

•^  -  .  .  default  of 

Waterhouse,  from  whom,  on  her  husband's  petition,  by  a  children  who 

decree  of  the  Divorce  Court,  she  was  divorced  in  1861.  twenty-one  as 

In  November,    1861,  she  married  her  present  husband,  JJ*!^^®?^^'^*^ 

Qeorge  Merryweather.    The  only  child  of  the  first  marriage  with  a  proviso, 

®  •'  "^  -  °      if  the  husband 

was  the  defendant  Alfred  Clegg  Waterhouse.  and  wife 

should  live 
separate  and 
Qm  wife  should  require  alimony,  that  the  wife's  interest  under  the  settlement  should  cease 
- — DismiMed  with  costs  so  far  a»  it  sought  to  set  anide  the  whole  t<ettlement,  but  the  Court 
fleelared  the  proviso  void. 
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1804. 

Merry- 
weather 

V, 

Jones. 
Statement, 


Under  the  will  of  her  father  Merric  Burrell  dated  in 
1845,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  share  ''  freed  from  the 
debts,  control,  or  interference  of  any  husband  with  whom 
she  might  at  any  time  happen  to  marry." 

Under  her  mother's  will  dated  in  1857  she  was  entitled 
to  a  share  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  independently  of 
her  present  or  future  husband  whom  she  might  marry,  not 
to  be  subject  to  his  debts,  control^  &c. ;  her  receipts  to  be 
a  sufficient  discharge. 

By  an  indenture  dated  December,  1858,  made  between 
John  Waterhouse  of  the  first  part,   the  plaintiff,  therdn 
described  as  his  wife^  of  the  second  part^  and  two  trustees 
of   the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  will  and  death  of 
Merric   Burrell,    and   the   death    of  Elizabeth    Burrell, 
and  that  John  Waterhouse  and  the  plaintiff  had  agreed 
to    and   with    each    other  to  settle   all   the  estate  and 
interest  of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  John  Waterhouse  in  ber 
right  under  the  will  of  Merric  Burrell,  upon  the  tmsts 
therein  mentioned,  it  was  witnessed  that  in  pursuance  of 
the  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and 
for  the  nominal  consideration  therein    mentioned,  Jobn 
Waterhouse  and  the  plaintiff  thereby  assigned  unto  tbe 
two  trustees^  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
all  the  estate  and  interest  of  John  Waterhouse  and  tbe 
plaintiff,  or  of  John  Waterhouse  in  right  of  his  wife,  under 
the  devises  or  bequests  in  the  will  of   Merric  Burrell,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  annoal 
proceeds  thereof  to  the  plaintiff  during  her  life  for  her  sok 
and  separate  use,  and  not  to  be  subject  to  the  debts  vA 
control  of  John  Waterhouse,  or  any  other  person  witb 
whom  she  might  after  his  decease  intermarry,  and  that  ber 
receipts  should  alone  be  a  sufficient  discharge  for  the  same; 
and  after  her  decease  in  trust  for  John  Waterhouse  dorii^ 
his  life,  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survifor  of 
them,  in  trust  for  the  child  or  children  of  the  plaintiJ^  ^ 
equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  with  a  trust  over  J9 
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of  the  survivor  in  case  any  of  the  children  should 
der  the  age  of  twenty-one  without  having  been 
1 ;  but  in  case  there  should  be  no  such  child  who 
attain  that  age  or  be  married,  then  in  trust  for  such 
(  as  she  by  deed  or  will  (notwithstanding  her  then 
future  coverture)  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
;ment  in  trust  for  such  persons  as,  at  the  decease  of 
intiff,  should  be  her  next  of  kin,  and  entitled  to  the 
nder  the  statute  for  distribution  of  intestates'  effects, 
le  plaintiff  had  died  unmarried  and  intestate, 
troviso  was  as  follows : — "  That  if  the  defendant  John 
louse  and  the  plaintiff  should,  at  any  time  after  the 
on  of  the  settlement,  separate  and  live  apart,  and 
plaintiff  should,  at  any  time  during  such  separation, 
y  or  attempt  to  compel,  John  Waterhouse  to  pay  or 
ler  during  such  separation  any  alimony,  interest,  or 
lum  or  sums  of  money,  then  and  in  such  case  the 
on  thereby  made  for  the  plaintiff  should  cease  and 
B  end,  and  the  defendant  John  Waterhouse  should 
tied  to  the  interest  and  annual  produce  of  the  trust 
I  such  and  the  same  manner  as  if  the  plaintiff  were 
Bad,  any  rules  of  law  or  equity  the  contrary  not- 
anding." 

as  also  provided  that  the  plaintiff  should  accept  the 
on  and  settlement  thereby  made  in  full  satisfaction 
^charge  of  all  dower,  thirds,  or  freebench,  at  law  or 
ity,  to  which  she  might  become  entitled  in  the  real 
rsonal  estate  of  John  Waterhouse. 
t  deed  of  indenture  dated  the  16th  May,  1859,  made 
n  John  Waterhouse  of  the  first  part,  the  plaintiff 
second  part^  the  trustees  of  the  previous  deed  of 
}f  the  third  part,  and  the  defendants  Taylor  and 
of  the  fourth  part,  after  reciting  the  indenture  of 
and  that  the  trustees  thereof  were  desirous  of  being 
rged,  it  was  stated  that  in  accordance  with  the 
therein,  and  with  the  consent  of  John  Waterhouse 


1864. 
Mbrby- 

WBA.THBR 

V. 

Jones. 
Statement* 
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1864. 
Merut- 

WKATUER 

r. 
Jones. 

Statement, 


and  the  plaintiff,  they  had  appointed  the  defendants  Taylor 
and  Booth  to  be  trustees  in  their  place. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  deed  of  1859,  which  it  was 
contended  confirmed  the  deed  of  settlement  of  1858,  was 
prepared  by  the  direction  of  John  Waterhouse ;  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  advised  by  any  solicitor,  and  that  sbe 
executed  it  under  the  representation  that  it  was  absolutely 
necessary  that  the  former  trustees  should  be  discharged, 
and  without  any  explanation  of  the  deed,  or  knowledge 
that  her  rights  would  be  affected  thereby,  and  that  if  sbe 
had  known  that  the  same  would  have  operated  in  any  ^nj 
to  confirm  the  deed  of  1858  she  would  have  refused  to 
execute  it. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendant  Waterhouse  and  the 
trustees  had  taken  possession  of  the  property  to  which  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  under  the  will  of  her  f&ther  and 
mother^  and  refused  to  give  the  plaintiff  any  account  of  it 
The  bill  also  alleged  that  parts  of  the  property  had  not 
been  reduced  into  possession  until  after  the  dissolution  of 
the  plaintiff's  marriage. 


A  rgiiment. 


Mr.  Kenyan  and  Mr.  Hetherington  for  the  plaintiff.— 
The  introduction  of  a  clause  such  as  that  in  this  settl^ 
ment  was  invalid,  and  vitiated  the  whole  instrument.  In- 
dependently  of  the  clause  in  question  the  deed  was  invalid; 
it  was  a  post-nuptial  settlement  made  by  a  minor  under 
pressure  by  her  husband  and  without  independent  advice. 
The  very  clause  which  the  defendants  felt  they  could  not 
defend  showed  that  the  plaintiff,  when  she  allowed  it  to 
be  inserted,  could  not  be  properly  advised. 

Then  it  was  said  that  the  settlement  had  been  confirmed 
by  the  plaintiff,  in  1859,  but  it  was  clear  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  properly  advised  and  was  not  aware  of  what  she 
was  doing,  and  it  was  submitted  that  such  an  instnuneot 
could  be  of  no  avail  in  this  court      [They  cited  on  this 
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point,  Vdnsittart  v.  Vdnaittart  (a),  fVestmeath  v.  fVest^ 
meath(h\  WelU  v.  Malbon^c),  Westmeath  r.  Sali8bury(d)^ 
Stamper  v.  Barker  {e)y  Durant  v.  Titley  (/),  Bond  v. 
2Viytor(sr).] 

Mr.  Mdlins  and  Mr.  Karalake^  for  the  principal  defen- 
dants, expressed  their  willingness  to  expunge  the  clause. 

Mr.  Oreene,  Mr.  Osborne^  and  Mr.  Lake  Russell  and 
Bir.  JErsJdne^  appeared  for  the  other  defendants,  but  were 
not  called  on. 


1864. 
Merry- 

WBATHBR 
JONKS. 

Argunwnt. 


The  VICE-CHANCELLOR  : — 

This  proviso  is  bad,  and  must  be  declared  void. 
The  bill  is  filed  by  a  lady,  who  while  a  married  woman, 
by  a  post-nuptial  settlement,  settled  the  personal  property 
to  which  she  and  her  husband  were  unquestionably  entitled 
absolutely,  to  her  separate  use,  upon  trust,  first  of  all  for 
herself  for  life,  next  upon  trust  in  favour  of  the  husband 
(who  had  a  life-estate  merely),  and  then  upon  trust  for 
the  children  of  the  marriage ;  and  in  default  of  children 
there  is  a  general  power  of  appointment  by  the  wife  by 
deed  or  will,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment  the  pro- 
perty would  go  to  her  next  of  kin  according  to  the  statutes 
for  distribution  of  intestates'  estates,  as  if  she  had  died 
unmarried.  It  is  a  perfectly  rational  settlement,  and  upon 
the  face  of  it  there  could  be  no  question  as  to  its  validity. 
Bat  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  infant  at  the  time 
she  executed  it.  But  here  is  a  deed,  dated  in  May,  1859, 
expressly  confirming  the  settlement ;  and  I  am  very  glad 
that  it  does,  because  it  precludes  all  question  as  to  the 
plaintiff's  right  in  this  suit*     The  plaintiff  appears  as  a 


Judgmnii. 


(a)  2  De  G.  &  J.  249. 
{b)  Jac.  126. 
(c)  3t  Beav.  48. 
{d)  o  Bligh,  339. 


(e)  5  Mad.  157. 
(/)  7  Price,  577. 
(ff)  2  J.  &  II.  473. 
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31  BR  HT- 
WBATHBR 
♦  r. 
Jones. 

Judgment, 


divorced  wife  of  the  defendant  Waterhoose^  and  as  the 
wife  of  another  husband ;  and  her  prayer,  if  allowed,  would 
put  the  property  in  the  power  of  herself  and  her  present 
husband,  and  they  would  be  able  to  do  what  they  pleased 
with  it ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  if  they  had  it  in  their 
possession  they  would  not  make  so  good  a  settlement  as 
the  one  now  before  the  Court.     Therefore,  as  to  that  part 
of  the  bill  it  must  be  dismissed,  and  with  costs,  for  this 
Court  will  not  encourage  persons  to  come  forward  as  next 
friends  of  married  women  in  order  to  set  aside  settlementB 
upon  such  grounds  as  those  alleged  at  the  bar.     Some  per- 
son or  other  must  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit,  and  I  shaD 
order  the  next  friend  to  pay  them,  excepting  so  much  as 
relates  to  the  provision  for  separation  and  alimony.    iJ- 
though  the  main  purpose  of  the  suit  fails,  it  is  maintain- 
able as  an  administration  suit,  even  after  striking  oat  tb 
clause  objected  to,  and  which  ought  never  to  have  beei 
inserted,  and  which  now  becomes  inoperative.     So  &r  as 
the  bill  seeks  to  set  aside  the  whole  settlement,  it  nost 
be  dismissed. 
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THORNTON  v.  FINCH.(a)  Nov.  26. 

?as  a  motion  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  de-  On  a  bill  by  a 
William  Hazzard  for  an   injunction   to  restrain  ^jJl^JStor^ofa 
idants,  who  were  mortijaifees  of  William  Hazzard,  mortgagor,  the 

.  .    ,         ^  Court  granted 

ing  to  the  said  William  Hazzard  any  moneys  they  an  injunction 

1*.  /•  /•I  ..^.to  restrain 

iise  by  virtue  or  any  power  of  sale  contained  m  mortgagees 
rtgage  security.  TiIlTutTBeU 

ill  stated  that  in  1859  and  1860  the  defendant   nnder  their 

Til  1  n  »  n  t       t  power  from 

idazzard  was  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  land  at  paying  the 
1  Anger,  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  and  employed  J^ct*™.  * 
tiffs  to  build  four  houses  thereon  for  him,  which      '^^®  s^a^^te, 

sec.  1 ,  does 

ipleted  about  August,  1860.  not  apply  to  an 

m  Hazzard  was  then  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  for  redemption. 

those  houses  in   a   considerable   sum,  of  which   ^^'^^^^' 
r.  7d.  remained  due  to  the  plaintiffs  in  July,  1864. 
[aintiffs  then  commenced  an  action  of  debt  against 
dant  William  Hazzard,  in  the  Court  of  Common 

Westminster,  and  recovered  judgment  thereon 
;h  August,  1864,  for  the  said  sum  of  804Z.  IBs.  7d., 
9s.  lOd.  for  costs,  and  such  judgment  was  duly 
ip  against  the  defendant  William  Hazzard  in  the 

Common  Pleas  on  the  4th  August,  1864. 
lid  judgment  was,  on  the  5th  August,  1864,  duly 
1  with  the   Senior  Master  of  the  said  Court  of 

Pleas. 

laintiffs  on  the  7th  September,  1864,  caused  a 
legit  to  be  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Wiltshire,  to 

out  of  the  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon 
judgment,  against  the  goods  and  chattels,  lands, 
s,  and  hereditaments  of  the  defendant  William 

in  the  said  sheriff's  bailiwick. 

case  has  been  published  out  of  its  order,  as  it  is  the  first 
)int  has  been  raised. 
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Finch. 
Statement* 


Such  writ  of  elegit  had  been  duly  registered  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  of  the  23  &  24  Vic.  c.  38, 
and  27  &  28  Vic.  c.  112,  and  had  been  delivered  to  the 
sheriff  of  Wiltshire  to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law. 

At  the  time  of  the  judgment  being  so  entered  up,  and 
the  said  vmt  of  elegit  being  so  issued  and  delivered,  three  of 
the  said  houses  and  the  ground  on  which  they  stood  had 
been  sold.  At  the  same  time  the  defendant  William 
Hazzard  was  and  is  now  seised  in  fee  simple  in  possession, 
subject  to  the  mortgage  hereinafter  mentioned,  of  the  piece 
of  land^  containing  about  an  acre  in  extent^  on  which  one 
of  the  said  houses  so  built  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid  is 
standing. 

The  defendant  William  Hazzard  had  at  the  same  time^ 
and  has  now,  no  goods  nor  chattels,  and  no  other  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  within  the  bailiwick  of  the 
sheriff  of  Wiltshire. 

The  defendants  Charles  Herbert  Martin  Finch  and 
Thomas  Henry  Edward  Compton  held  a  conveyance  to 
them^  made  in  August^  1860,  by  way  of  mortgi^  in  fee 
of  the  whole  of  the  said  houses  and  land,  and  by  virtue 
of  the  powers  of  sale  in  such  mortgage  they  had  sold  the 
said  three  houses  so  sold  as  aforesaid,  and  they  held  all 
the  deeds  and  documents  of  title  relating  to  the  said  hootf 
and  land  remaining  unsold. 

The  same  defendants  allege  that  there  is  still  somethiif 
due  to  them  on  their  said  mortgage. 

By  reason  of  the  said  deeds  and  documents  of  title  hang 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  Charles  Herbert  Martn 
Finch  and  Thomas  Henry  Edward  Compton,  the  plai»" 
tiffs  were  impeded  in  procuring  the  sheriff  to  proceed  wi4 
the  further  execution  of  the  said  writ  o{  elegit;  and  if  that 
is  anything  still  due  to  the  defendants  Charles  Heitot 
Martin  Finch  and  Thomas  Henry  Edward  Compton  upon 
their  mortgage,  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  said  hoa« 
and  land  could  be  delivered  in  execution  to  the  plaiotifi 
by  the  sheriff  under  the  said  writ. 
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The  defendants  C.  H.  M.  Finch  and  T.  H.  E.  Compton         1864. 
itend  forthwith  by  virtue  of  their  power  of  sale  to  sell     Thornton 
he  said  house  and  land,  and  allege  that  after  such  sale       finch. 
nd  the  receipt  of  the  purchase-money,  and  the  retaining         "~~ 
liereout  of  what  they  allege  was  still  due  to  themselves, 
liey  intend  to  hold  the  balance  of  such  purchase-money 
1  trust  for  the  defendant  William  Hazzard. 

The  defendants  Charles  Herbert  Martin  Finch  and 
?homas  Henry  Edward  Compton  ought  not  to  pay  such 
alance  of  such  purchase- money  to  the  defendant  William 
lazzard  until  he  has  satisfied  the  debt  due  from  him  to 
be  plaintiffs  on  the  said  judgment. 

The  ninth  and  tenth  paragraphs  of  the  answer  of  the 
efendants  Finch  and  Compton  were  as  follows : — 

9.  "  We  admit  that  we  intend  forthwith,  by  virtue  of  our 
ower  of  sale,  to  sell  the  house  and  land,  and  we  expect 
ery  shortly  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  that  purpose. 
^e  are  advised  that  after  such  sale  and  the  receipt  of  the 
orchase-nioney^  and  the  retaining  thereout  of  what  is  still 
loe  to  us,  and  our  costs,  charges^  and  expenses  as  mort- 
(igees,  we  shall  hold  the  balance  of  such  purchase-money 
n  trust  for  the  defendant  William  Hazzard. 

10.  "  We  submit  whether  we  ought  or  not  to  pay  such 
tiance  to  William  Hazzard  until  he  has  satisfied  the  debt 
tte  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  judgment,  and  we  submit  the 
laintiffs  ought  to  obtain  an  order  from  the  Court  directing 
B  not  to  pay  it,  in  order  to  justify  our  not  doing  so." 

Mr-  Battefiy  for  the  plaintiff,  now  moved  for  an  injunc-     Argument. 
on,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the 
Udntiff  to  obtain  possession  of  the  land  under  a  writ  of 
^egit  according  to  the  Act,  the  legal  estate  and  posses- 
ion being  in  the  mortgagees. 

Mr.  Totvnsaul,  for  the  defendants,  submitted  to  such 
ricr  as  the  Court  might  be  pleased  to  make. 
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CASES  IN  GUANCEKY. 
The  Vioe-Chanoellob  granted  the  injunction. 


NoTB. — The  Act,  sec.  1,  enacts 
that  no  judgment  entered  up 
thereafter  shall  affect  any  land 
until  such  land  shall  have  been 
actually  delivered  in  execution 
by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  elegit;  A 
judgement  creditor  cannot  have 
execution  by  a  Jieri  facias  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  of  a  lease- 
hold estate:  Lyster  v.  Dolland^ 
1  Ves.jun.  431,  nor  by  an  elegit 
of  an  equity  of  redemption  of  a 
freehold  estate :  Plunket  v.  Pear- 
son,  2  Atk.  200.  The  uniform 
remedy  in  both  cases  for  the 
judgment  creditor  has  been,  after 
suing  out  the  writs,  to  file  a  bill 
to  redeem:  Smith  ▼.  Burst,  10 
Hare,  51.    The   Act,   however, 


does  not  deprire  a  judgment  cre- 
ditor of  his  charge  who  is  nnsbk 
to  have  the  land  delivered  to  him 
in  execution;  for  it  recogniaei 
(sec.  5)  the  charge  of  a  judgment 
creditor  subsequent  to  the  charge 
of  the  judgment  creditor  to  whoa 
the  land  has  been  delivered  in 
execution.  If  a  judgment  cre- 
ditor could  not  have  a  charge 
until  the  land  had  beenuieliverei 
to  him  in  execution,  a  aubfleqneQft 
judgment  creditor  could  have  u 
charge,  as  he  cannot  have  the 
land  deUvered  to  him  in  execntkia 
whilst  possessed  by  the  first  judg- 
ment creditor :  CarterY,  Hngha, 
2  Hurl,  k  Nor.  714. 


The  Ist,  2nd,  &  5th  sections  27  &  28  Vie.  c.  112— 

1.  ''No  judgment,  statute,  nor  recognisance  to  be  entered  upaftwfti 
passing  of  this  Act  shall  affect  any  land,  of  whatever  tenure,  iratil  nch 
land  shall  have  been  delivered  in  execution  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  «2eyi/, « 
other  lawful  authority,  in  pursuance  of  such  judgment,  statute,  or  reeog* 
nisance. 

2.  ''  In  the  construction  of  this  Act  the  term  'judgment '  shall  be  takv 
to  include  registered  decrees,  orders  of  courts  of  equity  and  banknpl^, 
and  other  orders  having  the  operation  of  a  judgment;  and  the  t«m 
'  land  '  shall  be  taken  to  include  all  hereditaments,  corporeal  or  ioeoipt- 
real,  or  any  interest  therein ;  and  the  term  '  debtor '  shall  be  takea  Hi 
include  husbands  of  married  women,  assignees  of  bankrupts,  comBittW 
of  lunatics,  and  heirs  or  devisees  of  deceased  persons. 

5.  *'  If  it  shall  appear  on  making  such  inquiries  that  any  other  debt  Am 
on  any  judgpnent,  statute,  or  recogpusance  is  a  charge  on  such  laiid,lki 
creditor  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  charge,  whether  prior  or  subeeqisit 
to  the  char^  of  the  petitioner,  shall  be  served  with  notice  of  tfaeMH 
order  for  sale,  and  shall  after  such  service  be  bound  thereby,  and  shil  ft* 
at  liberty  to  attend  the  proceedings  under  the  same,  and  to  bate  the 
benefit  thereof;  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  shall  be  distributed  sa«f 
those  who  may  be  found  entitled  thereto  according  to  their  leiput^' 
priorities." 


On  the  5th  June,  1865,  on  the  hearing,  the  decree  was  made  in  thatH** 
of  the  decree  in  Messer  v.  Boyle y  21  Beav.  559 ;  Leson,  vol.  1, 461. 
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Feh.  10.  11, 
12,  13,  15, 
16,  17,  22, 
23,  &  24. 
March      2. 

THORNTON  r.  RAMSDEN.  ^^2/  25. 


HE  bUl  In  this  case  was  filed  by  Joseph  Thornton,  of  The  plaintiff 

•^  *^  took,  and  was 

Paddock,  near  Huddersfield,  and  Lee  Dyson,  his  equitable  let  into,  pos- 
mortgagee,  against  Sir  John  William  Ramsden,  baronet,  land,  for  the 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  other  persons  having  certain  in-  ^"]^f®  ,^c- 
terests  under  certain  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  cording  to  a 

Dlan  acrrf^cd 

respectively  the  4th  and  5th  April,  1814,  and  under  the  upon  and  at  a 
will  of  Sir  John  Ramsden,  the  grandfather  of  Sir  J.  ^thout\ny 
William  Ramsden,  the  present  defendant,  dated  the  26th  as^oement  in 

\  ^  writing,  and 

January,  1838,  to  lands  in  the  townships  of  Huddersfield,  without  any 
Almondbury,  and  Kirkheaton,  all  in  the  West  Riding  of  ment  for  a 
the  County  of  York,  known  as  the  Ramsden  Settled  le?^o^f*JcL; 
Estates.  ^^^^  ^^"^ii 

,  the  plaintiff 

The  bill  prayed —  expended  a 

1.  That  it  might  be  declared  that  the  plaintiff  was  en-  gum  in'buihi- 
titled  to  have  a  lease  granted  to  him  of  the  property  (in  {"^thrS"^ 
the  bill  mentioned)  at  Paddock  for  sixty  years,  renewable  ^^  continued 

•      ,/•  i/.i^'^  possession 

every  twenty  years,  at  a  ground-rent^and  fine  to  be  fixed  for  several 

as  in  the  bill  mentioned,  or  at  such  other  ground-rent  and  duiy^paki  the 

fine  as  the  Court  should  think  fit.     Or  that,  if  the  Court  J^^^d!^'^"""^ 
diould  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  Thornton  was  not     The  defond- 

intitled  to  such  lease,  then  that  it  might  be  declared  that  owner,  having 

the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  property  at  acSon^of"'' 

haddock  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  Thornton,  and  ®J®?*J?®°*' 

that  they  could  not  be  turned  out  of  or  otherwise  disturbed  the  plaintiff 

•  i_  •  'Ai       X  I-   •  'J   xT_  was  merely 

in  aaco  possession  without  being  repaid  the  moneys  ex-  tenant  at  will 

^Held,  that 
the  plaintiff 
ymuB  entitled  to  an  injunction,  and  to  relief  in  equity. 

The  bill  prayed  in  the  alternative  for  a  lease,  or  for  compensation.  A  private  Act  of 
^■rlimment  having  authorised  leases  for  a  certain  duration,  and  on  certain  specified  terms, 
to  be  granted  in  cases  nearly  similar  where  there  was  no  written  agreement,  and  it  having 
the  usage  on  the  estate  to  double  the  rent  when  a  lease  was  executed,  the  Court  decreed 
to  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  at  the  double  rent, 
dedaion  in  PUUngy.  Armitagey  12  Yes.,  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  tenancv 
'  for  the  express  purpose  of  expenditure  by  the  tenant  in  building. 

M  M      2 
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Thornton 

V. 

Uamsoen. 
Statement, 


pendcd  by  the  plaintiff  in  and  about  the  building  and 
laying  out  of  such  property,  as  a  compensation  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  such  property,  or  as  damages  in  respect 
thereof,  or  such  other  compensation  or  damages  as  the 
Court  might  think  the  plaintiffs  under  the  circumstances 
were  entitled  to.  And  that  all  necessary  directions  might 
be  given  for  granting  to  the  plaintiff  the  before-mentioned 
lease,  or  for  ascertaining,  raising,  or  paying  to  the  plain- 
tiffs the  before -mentioned  compensation  or  damages  is 
the  case  might  require. 

2.  That  the  defendant  Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden  might  be 
restrained  from  further  proceeding  on  the  notice  to  qnil 
served  by  him  on  the  plaintiff  Thornton,  and  from  com- 
mencing any  action  in  ejectment,  or  other  proceeding  at 
law,  to  recover  possession  of  the  said  premises ;  or  from 
disturbing  the  plaintiff's  possession  of  the  property;  and 
that  the  defendants  might  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit 

3.  That  all  necessary  directions  might  be  given,  ac* 
counts  taken,  and  inquiries  made,  &c.  &c. 

The  bill  set  forth  the  title  of  the  defendants,  and 
alleged  that  during  the  continuance  of  the  ownership  of 
the  late  Sir  John  Ramsden  (the  settlor)  the  population 
and  buildings  in  certain  townships  on  the  Ramsden 
estates  had  increased,  and  Huddersfield  had  become  i 
considerable  manufacturing  town. 

The  9th  to  the  23rd  paragraphs,  which  by  the  evidence 
of  several  witnesses  were  proved  to  contain  a  correct 
statement  of  the  manner  in  which  the  Ramsden  estates 
were  managed  and  dealt  with,  were  as  follows : — 

9.  The  system  or  manner  of  dealing  with  his  lands  ii 
the  townships  of  Huddersfield,  &c.,  for  building  porpoeei 
acted  upon  by  Sir  John  Ramsden  in  and  after  the  yeir 
1816,  up  to  the  time  of  his  decease,  was  as  follows,  that 
is  to  say : — No  agreements  in  writing  were  entered  intobj 
him,  or  any  agent  authorised  by  him,  with  the  peKon* 
desirous  of  taking  such  lease  or  leases  for  building  por- 
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poses^  nor  were  any  leases  granted  to  such  persons  before  1B64. 
the  erection  by  them  of  houses  or  buildings  on  the  said  Thornton 
land;  but  upon  application  by  persons  desirous  of  taking  rj^^msden. 
such  land  on  lease  for  building  purposes  to  the  steward 
or  agent  of  Sir  John  Bamsden,  such  steward  or  agent 
specified  or  mentioned  to  such  persons  respectively  the 
ground-rents  proportioned  to  the  superficial  extent  or 
measurement  of  the  land  so  proposed  to  be  taken ;  and 
such  persons  were  thereupon  permitted  to  take  possession 
upon  the  understanding  or  agreement  that  after  the 
erection  by  them  of  substantial  houses  or  buildings 
thereon  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  steward  or  agent  of 
Sir  J.  Ramsden,  leases  would  be  granted  to  them 
respectively  in  the  form  in  which  Sir  J.  Kamsden 
was  accustomed  to  grant  building  leases ;  and  after  the 
erection  of  such  houses  or  buildings,  leases  were  granted 
to  such  persons  by  Sir  John  Ramsden  in  the  form  or  to 
the  effect  of  the  former  lease,  set  forth  in  the  schedule  B 
to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  7  &  8  Vic,  c.  21.  The  de- 
fendants, or  some  of  them,  have  possession  of  the  court 
rolls  or  books,  which  would  show  the  system  of  dealing 
with  the  land  for  building  purposes. 

10.  By  reason  and  on  the  faith  and  uniformity  of  the 
system  or  manner  of  dealing  with  his  said  lands  and  here- 
ditaments, and  the  fulfilment  by  the  said  Sir  John  Rams- 
den of  the  expectations  or  promises  so  raised  or  given  by 
the  steward  or  agent,  many  persons  were  induced  to  erect 
houses  and  buildings  on  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments 
of  the  s^d  Sir  John  Ramsden,  in  the  townships  of  Hud- 
lersfield  and  Almondbury,  and  the  adjoining  townships, 
iriihout  written  agreements  and  without  specification  of 
ar  reference  to  the  terms  or  conditions  of  such  leases,  ex- 
cept as  before  mentioned  or  referred  to,  on  the  faith  of 
leases  being  granted  according  to  the  system  aforesaid. 

11.  The  aforesaid  custom  or  system  of  erecting  build- 
ings upon  the  Ramsden  estates  by  persons  without  having 
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1804.  leases  granted  to  them,  but  upon  the  understanding  or 
Thornton  agreement  that  leases  for  sixty  years^  renewable  eveiy 
twenty  years,  would  be  granted  to  such  persons  when 
they  required  such  leases,  is  known  as  the  tenant-right 
tenure,  and  has  existed  for  many  years.  Some  of  the  most 
ancient  buildings  in  Huddersfield  and  the  neighbo!U<- 
hood,  which  had  been  erected  for  a  century  at  least  before 
they  were  replaced  by  the  present  modern  erections,  had 
been  built  and  were  held  upon  the  tenant-right  tenure. 

12.  The  tenant-right  tenure  with  respect  to  the  Bams- 
den  estates  was  as  follows: — A  person  desirous  of  erect- 
ing a  house  or  other  building  applied  to  the  agent  of  Hn 
Ramsden  estates  for  a  piece  of  ground  such  as  such  pe^ 
son  required  for  his  building ;  the  piece  of  land  was  tlia 
staked  out  and  allotted,  and  made  over  to  such  person  hj 
the  agent,  who  fixed  the  annual  rent  to  be  pud  for  the 
piece  of  land ;  and  such  person  then  took  possesson 
thereof,  and  erected  his  house  and  other  building  thereon, 
upon  the  understanding  and  agreement  between  himself 
and  such  agent  that  he  should  have  a  lease  from  the 
ground  landlord  of  the  piece  of  land  for  sixty  years,  re- 
newable every  twenty  years,  whenever  such  person  nught 
think  fit  to  require  such  lease ;  and  that  such  person 
should  never  be  disturbed  in  his  possession.  And  the 
name  of  such  person  was  then  entered  by  the  said  agent 
in  a  book  or  roll  kept  for  that  purpose  at  Longley  BJlf 
one  of  the  seats  of  the  Ramsden  family^  situate  close  ts 
Huddersfield,  as  the  tenant  to  the  piece  of  land  at  a  oa<- 
tain  fixed  annual  rent.  The  house  or  buildings  woe 
erected  by  such  person,  under  the  superintendence  oi 
inspection  of  the  said  agent.  If  the  person  who  had  B 
aforesaid  erected  the  said  house  or  building  sold  the  pRh 
perty,  the  name  of  the  purchaser  from  him  was,  upon  as 
application  for  that  purpose  made  by  such  person  and  Ae 
purchaser  to  the  agent  of  the  Ramsden  estate  at  Losglqr 
Hall,  entered  by  such  agent  in  the  before-mentioned  bool 
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or  roll  in  lieu  of  the  name  of  such  person.     If  the  person 
who  had  as  aforesaid  erected  the  said  house  or  building 
mortgaged  the  property,  the  name  of  the  mortgagee  from 
him  was,  upon  an  application  for  that  purpose  made  by 
such  person  and  the  mortgagee  to  the  said  agent,  entered 
by  such  agent  in  the  before-mentioned  book  or  roll,  in 
addition  to  the  name  of  such  person.     If  the  person  who 
.  had  as  aforesaid  erected  the  said  house  or  building  died, 
having  devised  the  same,  or  intestate,  the  name  or  names 
of  the  devisee  or  next  of  kin  of  such  person,  as  the  case 
might  be,  was  and  were,  upon  an  application  for  that 
purpose  to  the  said  agent,  entered  by  the  said  agent  in 
the  said  book  or  roll  in  lieu  of  the  name  of  such  person. 
In  most  instances  leases  were  not  required  by  the  persons 
erecting  houses  or  buildings  as  aforesaid,  such  persons 
being  desirous  of  saving  the  expense  of  leases.     And,  as 
ft  rale  both  with  respect  to  the  original  taking  of  the 
pieces  of  land  by  various  persons  for  the  purposes  of 
building,  and  to  sales  and  mortgages,  and  devises  and  in- 
testacies, of  and  with  respect  to  the  same  pieces  of  land, 
and  the  buildings  which  had  been  erected  thereon,  no 
deeds  or  writings  were  prepared  or  executed,  but  the 
names  of  the  various  persons,  and  of  the  purchasers,  or 
mortgagees,  or  devisees,  or  next  of  kin  under  them,  were, 
as  the  cases  required,  entered  in  the  book  or  roll  kept  at 
Longley  Hall  for  such  purposes  as  aforesaid,  and  nothing 
more  was  done.     There  were,  however,  occasional  excep- 
tions to  this  rule,  some  of  such  persons  assigning  their 
fenantF-right  properties  by  deed,  which  deeds  were  after- 
ITftrds  recognised  by  the  said  Sir  John  Ramsden,  and  the 
ummes  of  the  assignees  under  such  deeds  were  entered  in 
the  said  book  or  roll.     In  addition  to  the  said  book  or 
itoU,  transfer  books  were  kept  and  used  at  Longley  Hall 
fiom  the  year  1815  to  the  year  1858  for  the  purpose  of 
registering  the  said  sales  and  mortgages,  and  showing  the 
^Qftntity  and  descriptions  of  the  interest  thereby  assigned* 
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13.  The  persons  applying  for  and  obtaining  plots  or 
picees  of  land  for  building  as  aforesaid  were  and  have 
been  for  the  most  part  persons  in  humble  circumstances, 
and  depending  for  their  livelihood^upon  their  didly  work; 
and  such  persons  could  not  afford  the  expenses  of  a  lease. 
And  in  order  to  induce  such  persona,  and  the  inhabitants 
of  Huddersfield  and  its  neighbourhood  generally,  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  opportunity^of  acquiring  plots  or  pieces 
of  ground,  part  of  the  Ramsden  estates,  to  erect  houses 
or  other  buildings  thereon,  the  late  Sir  John  Bamsden 
and  his  agents  and  the  trustees  of  the  Kamsden  estates 
during  the  minority  of  the  defendant  Sir  John  William 
Ramsden,  and  their  agents,  and  the  last-named  defendant 
and  his  agents,  since  he  attained  his  majority,  respectively, 
by  their  respective  representations  and  acts,  and  by  every 
means  in  their  power  respectively,  encouraged  persons  to 
erect  buildings  on  the  Ramsden  estates  upon  the  tenant- 
right  tenure,  and  respectively  stated  that  there  was  no 
occasion  for  leases,  that  such  persons  would  be  quite  as 
safe  without  leases  as  with  leases,  and  that  they  would 
never  be  disturbed  in  their  possession :  and  the  late  Sir 
John  Ramsden  and  his  agents,  and  the  trustees  of  the 
Ramsden  estates  during  the  minority  of  the  defendant 
Sir  John  William  Ramsden  and  their  agents,  and  the 
last-named  defendant  since  he  attained  his  majority,  and 
his  agents  respectively,  by  their  respective  words,  act?, 
and  deeds,  and  by  every  means  in  their  power,  encouraged 
and  fostered  the  understanding  and  belief  that  persow 
taking  pieces  of  land  part  of  the  Ramsden  estates  for  tk« 
purpose  of  building,  could  have  leases  of  such  pieces  rf 
land  for  sixty  years,  renewable  every  twenty  years,  when- 
ever they  might  require  such  leases,  and  that  they  never 
should  be  disturbed  in  their  possession  ;  and  the  said  Sir 
J.  Ramsden,  by  his  agents,  and    the   trustees  of  the 
Ramsden  estates  since  his  death,  in  order  to  encounge 
and  induce  persons  to  erect  buildings  on  the  Kamsden 
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eatates  upon  the  tenant-right  tenure,  informed  applicants         18C4. 
for  building  plots  that  the  rents  would  be  less  without  a     thohntox 
lease  than  with  a  lease,  and  that  they  would  save  the 
(K>st8  of  a  lease,  and  could  have  such  lease  whenever  they 
might  require  it ;  and  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid 
and  herein  appearing,  the  town  of  Huddersfield  and  its 
neighbourhood  have  grown  to  their  present  proportions; 
and  the  town  of  Huddersfield,  which  was  formerly  a  small 
country  town,  has  become  a  considerable  manufacturing 
town,  and  more  than  one-half  of  the  houses  and  buildings 
in  Huddersfield  and  its  neighbourhood  which  have  been 
erected  upon   the  Ramsden  estates  have  been   erected 
upon  and  are  held  upon  the  said  tenant-right  tenure. 
And  the  said  Sir  John  Ramsden  and  his  agents,  and  the 
trustees  of  the  Ramsden  estates  during  the  minority  of 
the   defendant    Sir   John  William   Ramsden   and   their 
agents,  and  the  last-named  defendant  since  he  attained 
his  majority,  and  his  agents,  respectively  looked  on  whilst 
the  lastly  before-mentioned  houses  and  buildings  erected 
upon  the  tenant-right  tenure  as  aforesaid   were    being 
erected,  and  made  no  objection  thereto;  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, in  every  manner  encouraged  the  erection  of  such 
houses  and  buildings.      And   under    the   circumstances 
herein  appearing,    the   plaintiff  Joseph   Thornton  and 
Tcry    many   other  persons   have   erected   buildings    on 
Tarious  parts  of  the  Ramsden  estates   in   Huddersfield 
and    its    neighbourhood   on  the  aforesaid   tenant-right 
tenure,  and  such  tenure  had  always  been  universally  re- 
garded and  treated  as  actual  estate  or  property,  and  as  a 
tenure  which  could   not   be  questioned   or   impeached; 
and  for  a  long  course  of  years  tenant-right  property  in 
Huddersfield  and  the  neighbourhood  has  been  sold  and 
dealt  with  as  such  in  the  open  market,  and  both  by  public 
auction  and  private  contract.     And  the  said  tenant-right 
property  has  been   sold,   mortgaged,   and   bequeathed. 
And  these  dealings  with  the  tenant-right  property  have 
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been  invariably  and  as  a  matter  of  course  recognised  by 
the  duly  authorised  agents  of  the  Bamsden  estates;  and 
facilities  have  always  been  afforded  by  such  agents  for 
sales  and  transfers   of  the  said  tenant-right  property. 
And  such  agents  have  always,  without  'question  or  hed- 
tation,  upon  the  application  of  a  purchaser^  mortgagee, 
or  devisee  of  tenant-right  property^  entered  the  name  of 
such  purchaser,  mortgagee,  or  devisee  in  the  before- 
mentioned  book  or  roll  at  Longley  Hall ;  and  under  the 
circumstances  herein  appearing  an  entire  confidence  was 
created  in  the  said  tenant-right  system  in  HuddersfieU 
and  the  neighbourhood  as  conferring  a  good  title  to  hold 
land  and  buildings  on  such  tenure,  with  a  simple  r^is- 
tration  of  title,  without  the  expense  of  any  deeds,  and 
between  the  years  1845  and  1857  994  additional  holdings 
were  taken  on  the  said  estates,  on  the  before-mentioned 
tenant-right  system.     And,  as  was  well  known  in  Hud- 
dcrsfield  and  the  neighbourhood,  Joseph  Brook,  deceased, 
who  was   the  duly  authorised  agent  of  the   Ramsden 
estates  at  Huddersfield  and  the  neighbourhood,  himself 
erected  various  houses  and  buildings  upon  diverspartsof  the 
Ramsden  etates  upon  the  aforesaid  tenant-right  tenure. 
And  he  also  purchased  various  tenant-right  properties  from 
the  tenant-right  owners,  and  advanced  considerable  sums  of 
money  upon  the  security  of  tenant-right  property.    And 
he  died  possessed  of  considerable  tenant-right  property, 
which  is  still  held  by  his  descendants.     The  sud  defend- 
ant by  his  answer  alleges  that  any  person  taking  land  A 
the  tenant-right  tenure  became  subject,  as  he  well  knew> 
to  the  risk  of  being  disturbed  in  his  possession  if  tlie 
landlord  should  think  it  expedient  to  disturb  him.    Tbe 
plaintiffs  charge  the  contrary  thereof  to  be  the  tmtk: 
the  plaintiffs  did  not  nor  did  either  of  them  so  know  or 
believe.     The  said  defendant  also  by  his  answer  alkge* 
that  he  believes  it  was  distinctly  understood  that  perMtfH 
holding  under  the  said  tenure  were  liable  to  be  80  dit- 
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tarbed :  the  plaintiffs^  however^  insist  that  the  said  de- 
fendant could  not  and  cannot  so  believe,  and  as  evidence 
of  this  the  plaintiffs  rely  upon  the  facts  herein  appearing, 
and  also  upon  the  fact  that  the  defendant  has  always  re- 
qoired  such  persons  to  build  according  to  plans,  and  to 
enter  into  stipulations  inconsistent  with  such  belief;  and 
farther  upon  the  facts  that  there  is  no  instance  known  of 
disturbance  of  a  tenant-right  owner  until  the  case  of 
Swift,  mentioned  in  the  said  answer,  except  for  the  pur- 
poses of  new  streets  or  improvements,  and  then  only  upon 
full  compensation. 

14.  In  the  year  1837  the  plaintiff  Thornton  was 
desirous  of  erecting  a  dwellinghouse  for  himself  on  the 
Kamsden  devised  estates  on  a  high  ground  at  a  place 
called  Paddock,  situate  about  a  mile  from  Huddersfield, 
and  in  the  parish  or  township  of  Huddersfield.  The  plot 
or  pi^ce  of  land  selected  by  the  plaintiff  Joseph  Thornton 
was  part  of  the  Bamsden  devised  estates,  and  was  partly 
an  old  stone  quarry,  with  all  the  broken  stone  and  rubbish 
scattered  about,  and  partly  heath  or  moor  land  without 
soil,  and  incapable  in  its  then  state  of  being  cidtivated. 
The  plaintiff  Thornton  selected  this  plot  or  piece  of 
land  because  the  view  was  good  and  the  air  pure.  If 
such  plot  or  piece  of  land  had  then  been  brought  into  the 
market  for  sale  the  fee  simple  woidd  not  have  realised 
more  than  10/.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  informed  Mr. 
Joseph  Brook,  who  resided  near  Longley  Hall,  and 
who  was  one  of  the  duly  authorised  agents  of  the  late  Sir 
John  Bamsden,  with  respect  to  the  Bamsden  estates,  and 
the  management  and  letting  thereof,  and  who  transacted 
all  the  business  relating  to  the  Bamsden  estates  in  the 
absence  of  Mr.  John  Bower  hereafter  mentioned,  of  his 
the  pliuntiff  Thornton's  desire  to  become  the  tenant 
of  the  said  piece  or  plot  of  land,  and  to  erect  a  dwel- 
linghouse for  himself  thereon.  The  said  Mr.  Joseph 
Brook  thereupon  informed  the  said  Mr.  John  Bower, 
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who  resided  at  Byram,  in  the  said  county  of  York,  and 
who  was  the  principal  agent  of  the  late  Sir  John  Rams- 
den,   with    respect    to    the   Kamsden   estates^  and  the 
management  and  letting  thereof^  of  the  plaintiff  Joseph 
Thornton's  aforesaid  wishes;  and  the  said  IVIr.  John  Bower, 
having  come  over  to  Iluddersfield  from  Byram  to  attend 
a  rent  audit,  did,  in  consequence  of  the  information  given 
to  him  by  the  said  Mr.  Joseph  Brook  as  aforesaid^  visit 
Paddock  to  inspect  the  said  plot  or  piece  of  land.    The 
said  John  Bower  was  accompanied  by  Mr.  Thomas  Brook, 
the  son  of  the  said  Mr.  Joseph  Brook.     The  plaintiff 
Thornton,  and  the  said  Mr.  John  Bower^  and  the  said 
Mr.  Thomas  Brook  went  together  to  the  said  plot  or 
piece  of  land,  and  the  plaintiff  Joseph  Thornton  pointed 
out  the  same  to  the  said  Mr.  John  Bower^  who  thereupon 
said,  ^^  Well,  this  is  a  strange  place  to  put  a  good  house.' 
The  plaintiff  Thornton  then  pointed  out  to  the  said 
Mr.  John  Bower  as  nearly  as  he  the  plaintiff  Joseph 
Thornton  could  the  intended  position  of  the  dwelling- 
house  the  plaintiff  Thornton  was  desirous  of  buildings 
and  generally  the  extent  and  boundary  of  the  circum- 
jacent land  which  the  plaintiff  Thornton  wished  to  lay 
out  for  gardens   and   pleasure  ground.     The  said  Mr. 
John  Bower  approved  of  the  plaintiff  Thornton's  plan, 
and  of  such  plaintiff  having  the  land  he  required,  and 
told  the  plaintiff  Thornton  that  he,  Mr.  John  Bower, 
should  leave  the  staking  out  of  the  exact  quantity  rf 
land  to  be  taken  by  the  plaintiff  Thornton  to  the  said 
Mr.  Joseph  Brook.     The  said  Joseph    Brook  was  the 
only  agent  of  the  Bamsden  estates   who  resided  near 
Huddersfield.     He  followed  no  other  business,  and  he 
was  authorised  by  the  said  Sir  John  Ramsden  and  the 
trustees  to  charge  and  receive,  and  he  did  chaige  and 
receive,  for  his  own  use  a  fee  on  each  allotment  of  land 
made  by  him  on  the  said  tenant-right  system^  and  also  a 
fee  on  each  transfer.     The  plaintiff  Thornton  paid  the 
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said  Joseph  Brook  21.  for  his  trouble  in  setting  out  the 
land. 

lo.  Some  short  time  afterwards  the  said  Mr.  Thomas 
Brook,  who  lived  with  and  assisted  his  father,  the  said 
Mr.  Joseph  Brook,  in  the  management  of  the  Ramsden 
estates,  accompanied  the  plaintiff  Thornton  to  the  said 
plot  or  piece  of  land,  and  assisted  the  plaintiff  Thornton 
in  staking  out  the  four  corners  of  the  dwellinghouse 
for  the  builders ;  and  after  examining  the  adjoining 
land  it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  Thornton 
and  the  said  Thomas  Brook,  acting  on  behalf  of  his 
father,  the  said  Mr.  Joseph  Brook,  that  the  plaintiff 
Thornton  should  take  as  much  of  the  adjoining  land  as 
he  required  for  garden  and  pleasure  ground,  and  that 
then  the  said  Mr.  Joseph  Brook  should  fix  the  rent. 
Subsequently  the  plaintiff  Thornton  determined  upon 
the  quantity  of  land  he  should  require  for  his  said 
dwellinghouse  and  the  garden  and  j^leasure  grounds 
thereto,  and  pointed  out  and  explained  this  to  the  said 
Mr.  Joseph  Brook,  who  himself  viewed  the  land  required 
by  the  plaintiff  Thornton,  and  agreed  with  the  plaintiff 
Thornton  that  the  said  plaintiff  should  have  such  land 
for  the  purpose  of  building  a  dwellinghouse  and  laying 
out  a  garden  and  pleasure  grounds. 

16.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  had  several  interviews 
with  the  said  Mr.  Joseph  Brook  on  the  subject  of  the 
ground-rent  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  Thornton  to  the 
agent  of  the  Ramsden  estates  for  the  land  required  by 
the  plaintiff  Thornton  as  aforesaid;  and  Mr.  Joseph 
Brook  in  the  same  ^year  (1837)  fixed  the  annual  rent 
of  4/.  as  the  ground-rent  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
Thornton,  and  which  ground-rent  the  plaintiff  Thornton 
has  paid  ever  since. 

17.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  commenced  building  his 
said  dwellinghouse  and  laying  out  the  garden  and 
pleasure  grounds  on  the  said  land,  which  it  had  been  ai 
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aforesaid  agreed  that  the  plaintiff  Thornton  should  have; 
and  during  the  time  the  building  of  the  said  dwellings 
house  was  going  on^  and  when  such  house  was  almost 
completed^  Mr.  Joseph  Brook  came  to  the  land  for  the 
purpose  of  inspecting  the  building  and  the  improTements. 
He  was  accompanied  by  the  plaintiff  Thornton's  father, 
who  was  then  living ;  and  the  plaintiff  Thornton  then 
asked  Mr.  Joseph  Brook  his  opinion  as  to  the  prudence 
or  not  of  taking  a  lease  of  the  said  land  and  the  bnildiDgs 
thereon^  and  Mr.  Joseph  Brook  then  assured  the  plaintiff 
Thornton^  and  stated  to  him  that  it  would  be  folly  to 
have  a  lease  when  the  plaintiff  Thornton  was  equally  safe 
and  secure  without  a  lease  as  with  one.  and  that  the 
plaintiff  Thornton  would  get  a  lease  whenever  he  wanted 
one ;  the  lease  so  as  aforesaid  referred  to  by  Mr.  Joeepl 
Brook^  and  which  he  stated  the  plaintiff  Thornton  conU 
get  whenever  he  wanted^  was  a  lease  for  sixty  years,  I^ 
newable  every  twenty  years  upon  payment  of  two  yein' 
ground-rent  as  a  fine.    No  other  lease  then  existed  at 
was  known  with  reference  to  the  Bamsden  estates  is 
Huddersfield  and  its  neighbourhood, 

18,  The  plaintiff  Thornton  completed  the  building  of 
his  said  dwellinghouse,  and  laid  out  the  gardens  and 
pleasure  grounds^  under  the  superintendence  of  Mr. 
Joseph  Brook ;  and  such  dwellinghouse  and  [gardens 
were  completed  and  laid  out  in  or  about  the  eoHj 
part  of  the  year  1839,  at  which  time  the  plaintiff  Thorn- 
ton went  to  reside  there.  Such  dwellinghouse  is  built 
of  the  most  substantial  and  of  the  very  best  materials^ 
and  is  now  as  sound  and  in  as  good  repair  as  when  it  wis 
completed.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  has  from  time  (i> 
time  been  at  considerable  expense  in  laying  out  and 
making  the  garden  and  pleasure  grounds^  and  they  have 
now  assumed  a  very  ornamental  character.  The  garden 
and  pleasure  grounds  have  been  made  and  laid  out  prin- 
cipally on  shelvings  of  broken  rock  and  waste  land,  and 
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the  plaintiff  Thornton  has  resided  in  the  said  dwelling- 
house  since  it  was  completed. 

19.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  did  not^  when  he  took  the 
before-mentioned  plot  or  piece  of  land^  sign  any  paper  or 
document. 

20.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  took  the  said  plot  or  piece 
of  land^  built  his  dwellinghouse  thereon,  and  laid  out 
the  garden  and  pleasure  grounds  on  the  belief  and  assu- 
rance on  his  part,  and  which  was  universally  entertained 
in  Huddersfield  and  its  neighbourhood,  and  which  had 
been  encouraged  and  fostered  by  the  late  Sir  John 
Bamsden  and  his  agents  as  aforesaid,  that  the  plaintiff 
Thornton  could  have  a  lease  of  the  land,  and  the  build- 
ings and  improvements  thereon,  for  sixty  years,  renew- 
able every  twenty  years,  whenever  he  the  plaintiff 
Thornton  should  require  such  a  lease;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  Thornton  would  never  be  disturbed  in  his  pos- 
session; and  on  the  knowledge  that  very  many  other 
persons  had  built  houses  on  the  Bamsden  estates  on  the 
same  belief  and  assurance,  and  that  they  had  never 
been  disturbed  in  their  possession,  and  that  very  many 
other  persons  who  had  taken  plots  of  the  Ramsden  estates, 
and  had  erected  buildings  thereon  upon  the  before-men- 
tioned belief  and  assurance,  had  on  their  application  for 
that  purpose  had  leases  granted  to  them  of  such  plots  of 
land  and  buildings  for  sixty  years,  renewable  every 
twenty  years ;  and  upon  the  promise  and  assurance  made 
to  the  plaintiff  Thornton  by  the  said  Mr.  Joseph  Brook 
as  aforesaid  that  the  plaintiff  Thornton  was  equally  as 
aafe  and  secure  without  a  lease  as  with  one,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  Thornton  could  have  a  lease  whenever  he 
wanted  one.  And  the  plaintiff  Thornton  would  not  have 
taken  the  said  plot  of  land  had  it  not  been  for  the  before- 
mentioned  belief  and  assurance  and  promise. 

20a.  The  said  Mr.  John  Bower  died  in  May,  1844,  and 
George  Loch,  Esquire,  was  appointed  the  principal  agent 
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of  the  Ramsdcn  estates  in  his  place ;  and  in  October  of 
tliat  year  Mr.  Alexander  Hathorn  was  appointed  agent 
of  the  said  estates  in  Huddersfield  and  the  neighbourhood 
in  lieu  of  the  said  Joseph  Brook^  who  was  about  that 
time  dismissed  from  his  said  agency. 

21.  After  the  plaintiff  Thornton  had  taken  the  before- 
mentioned  piece  or  plot  of  ground  the  plaintiff  Thorn- 
ton was  entered  in  the  said  book  or  roll  at  Longley 
Hall  as  the  tenant  thereof,  at  the  agreed  yearly  ground- 
rent  of  4/.  The  bill  noticed  that  in  his  answer  Sir  J. 
Bamsden  averred  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entered  in 
the  book  till  Aprils  1843,  and  proceeded  to  allege  tint 
the  2)laintiff  always  was  led  to  believe  that  he  had  bees 
entered  in  the  year  1837,  and  that  if  he  were  not  it  was 
the  neglect  or  default  of  Brook  or  Bower. 

22.  In  the  year  1845  the  plaintiff  Thornton  fouDd 
himself  inconvenienced  for  want  of  out-door  offices  and 
farm  buildings,  and  the  plaintiff  Thornton  then  applied 
to  Mr.  Alexander  Hathorn,  who  was  then  the  resident 
agent  at  Longley  Hall,  acting  under  and  in  behalf  of 
George  Loch,  Esquire,  the  then  principal  agent  duly 
authorised  to  manage  and  let  the  Ramsden  estates,  to 
assign  to  the  plaintiff  Thornton  another  plot  of  building 
ground  at  Paddock,  also  part  of  the  Bamsden  devised 
estates.  Shortly  after  this  application  two  persons  who 
stated  themselves  to  be,  as  in  fact  they  were,  in  the 
employment  of  the  said  Mr.  Thomas  Brook,  who  hid 
at  that  time  become  and  then  was  one  of  the  duly  autho- 
rised surveyors  and  agents  of  the  Kamsden  estates,  came 
to  the  plaintiff  Thornton's  said  dwellinghouse,  and 
measured  the  additional  ground  which  the  pWntif 
Thornton  required  as  aforesaid;  and  the  plaintiff  Thorn- 
ton thereupon  i^roceeded  to  erect,  and  erected  on  such 
additional  ground,  and  which  as  aforesaid  formed  part  of 
the  Ramsden  devised  estates,  the  buildings  which  he 
required,  and  the  same  were  erected  under  the  superin- 
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tendence  of  the  said  Mr.  Alexander  Hathom.     Some        1864. 
time  after  the  plaintiiBf  Thornton  had  completed  such    Thornton 
buildings^  the  plaintiff  Thornton  received  a  written  or     rams'den. 
printed  letter  from  Longley  Hall^  signed  by  the  said 
Alexander    Hathorn,    informing    the    plaintiff    Josepli 
Thornton  that  the  plan  of  the  additional  ground  required 
by  the  plaintiff  Joseph  Thornton  was  approved,  and  that 
the  annual  rent  in  respect  of  such   additional  ground 
would  be  1/.  7rf,;    and  the  plaintiff  Joseph  Thornton 
has  ever  since  paid  such  last-mentioned  rent, 

23.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  has  expended  at  least 
1850/.  in  erecting  the  said  dwellinghouse,  offices,  and 
baildings,  and  laying  out  the  said  garden  and  pleasure 
grounds ;  and  such  dwellinghouse,  offices,  and  buildings, 
garden,  and  pleasure  grounds  are  hereinafter  referred  to 
18  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  at  Paddock. 

The  father  of  the  present  baronet  died  in  1836.  Sir 
Fohn  Bamsden  made  his  will,  under  which  Sir  John 
i^illiam  Kamsden  became  tenant  for  life,  subject  to  im- 
leachment  for  waste,  with  remainders  over  to  his  first 
jid  other  sons  in  tail  male,  &c.  The  will  contained  cer- 
ain  leasing  powers,  to  be  exercised  by  the  tenant  for  life 
or  the  time  being  entitled  in  possession,  if  of  full  age ;  if 
lot^  then  by  his  guardian  or  guardians,  and  also  by  the 
roardian  or  guardians  of  any  tenant  in  tail  in  possession 
inder  the  age  of  twenty-one,  entitled  under  and  by  virtue 
►f  the  will  during  the  minority  of  such  tenant  in  tail  for 
he  purpose  of  building,  improving,  or  repairing,  and  to 
!enew  existing  leases.  The  words  of  the  power  as  to 
>ailding  leases  were  to  grant  leases  for  ninety -nine  years, 
•  or  upon  such  and  the  same  or  the  like  terms  as  those 
ipon  which  leases  of  the  estate  have  already  been  granted, 
ind  to  renew  any  existing  leases  upon  the  present  sys- 
kem.''     The  will  contained  powers  of  sale,  enfranchise- 
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Rams'den.  ^^^  John  Ramsden  died  in  July,  1839,  without  altering 
his  will.  The  trustees  of  the  will  in  1844-5  applied  for 
and  obtained  an  Act  enlarging  the  powers  to  grant  leases 
of  the  hereditaments  in  the  townships  of  Huddersfield, 
&c.,  contained  in  Sir  John  Bamsden's  will.  The  Act 
7  &  8  Vic.  c.  21  contained  the  following  recitals: — 

"  And  whereas  during  the  continuance  of  the  owner- 
ship of  Sir  John  Bamsden  the  population  and  buildings 
on  his  estate  in  the  townships  of  Huddersfield  and  At 
raohdbury,  &c.  &c.,  greatly  increased,  and  Huddersfield 
lias  become  a  considerable  manufacturing  town,  and  is  for 
the  most  part  built  on  the  land  of  Sir  John  Bamsden: 
And  whereas  the  system  or  manner  of  dealing  with  his 
lands  and  hereditaments  in  the  townships  of  Huddersfield 
and  Almondbury,  and  the  said  adjoining  townships,  for 
building  purposes,   acted  upon   by  the   said   Sir  John 
Bamsden  in  and  after  the  year  1816,  and  up  to  the  time 
of  his  decease,  was  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  no  agree- 
ments  in  writing  were  entered  into  by  the  said  Sir  John 
Bamsden,  or  any  agent  by  him  authorised,  with  the  pe^ 
sons  desirous  of  taking  such  land  on  lease  for  building  j 
purposes ;  nor  were  any  leases  granted  to  such  persons 
before  the  erection  by  them  of  houses  or  buildings  on  the 
said  land ;  but,  upon  application  by  persons  desirous  of 
taking  such  land  on  lease  for  building  purposes  to  the 
steward  or  agent  of  Sir  J.  Bamsden,  such  steward  or 
agent  specified  or  mentioned  to  such  person  respcctiTelj 
the  ground-rents,  or  rate  of  ground-rent,  proportioned  (s 
the  superficial  extent  or  measurement  of  the  land  so  p^ 
posed  to  be  taken ;   and  such  persons  were  thereupsi 
permitted  to  take  possession,  upon  the  understanding  ^ 
agreement  that,  after  the  erection  by  the  persons  so  takiBS 
})ossession  of  such  lands  of  substantial  houses  or  buUdifljgs 
thereon  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  steward  or  agent  of  ^ 
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said  Sir  John  Ramsden,  leases  would  be  granted  to  them         i^^(i4. 
respectively  in  the  form  in  which  Sir  J.  Eamsden  was    Thounton 
accustomed  to  grant  building  leases;  and  after  the  erection 
of  such  houses  or  buildings  leases  were  granted  to  such 
persons  by  the  said  Sir  J.  Ramsden  in  the  form  or  to  the 
sffect  of  the   lease  in  schedule   B  to  this  Act :    And 
w^hereas  by  reason  and  on  the  faith  of  the  uniformity  of 
the  system  or  manner  of  dealing  with  his  said  lands  and 
hereditaments^  and  the  fulfilment  by  Sir   J.    Ramsden 
3f  the  expectations  or  promises  so  raised   or  given  by 
his  steward  or  agent,  many  persons  were  induced  to  erect 
houses  and  buildings  on  the  said  lands,  &c.,  of  Sir  J* 
Ramsden  in  the  said  township  of  Huddersfield  and  Al- 
mondbury,  and  the  adjoining  townships,  without  written 
igreements,  and  without  specification  of  or  reference  to 
the  terms  or  conditions  of  such  leases,  except  as  before 
mentioned   or   referred  to,  on   the    faith  of  leases  being 
granted  according  to  the  system  aforesaid"     [The  Act 
then  recited  that  the  leases  granted  in  pursuance  of  the 
laid  custom  were  in  the  form  of  the  lease  in  the  schedule, 
except  as  to  the  covenant  relating  to  lights] :     "  And 
nrhereas,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Sir  J.  Ramsden 
nany  persons  who  had  applied  for  and  taken  land   as 
iforesaid  had  erected  and  built  houses  and  buildings,  and 
rere  in  the  course  of  erecting  houses  and  buildings,  on 
;he  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  but  the  leases  of  such 
ands,  houses,  and  buildings  had  not  been  granted :     And 
irhereas  in  many  instances  leases  which  ought  to  have 
l>een  granted  by  Sir  J.  Ramsden  in  his  lifetime,  pursuant 
k>  such  applications  and  understanding,  and  according  to 
mch  system  as  aforesaid,  were  not  so  granted  by  him  by 
reason  of  the  delay  in  preparing   such   leases   by  his 
steward  John  Bower,  who  was  a  person  of  advanced  age 
and  declining  health,  with  a  great  arrear  of  business  upon 
lum  J     *     •     •     And  whereas  since  the  death  of  Sir  J. 
Bamsden  difficulties  have  arisen  concerning  the  renewal 
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of  leases  in  pursuance  of  the  covenants  for  renewal  entered 
into  by  Sir  J,  Ramsden :  And  whereas  difficulties  hare 
also   arisen  as  to   the  power   to  grant  leases    to    the 
persons  who   applied  for   and    took   land   as  aforesaid 
in  the   lifetime    of   Sir    J.    Kamsden,    and   who  have 
erected  and  built  houses  and  buildings   on    such  land 
on  the  faith  of  the  system  and  understanding  hereinbefore 
mentioned :     ♦     ♦     ♦     And  whereas  it  would  be  greatly 
for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  who  are  and  may  be  inte- 
rested under  the  limitations  of  the  said  will  of  the  sud 
Sir  J.  Ramsden,  if  more  effectual  powers  were  given  of 
renewing  and  granting  leases  of  the  said  hereditamentSi 
&c.,  and  with  authority  to  insert  in  the  leases  to  be 
renewed  and  granted  respectively  explicit  covenants  for 
the  renewal  thereof;  and  if  powers  were  also  given  for 
executing  the  preliminary  contracts  for  leases,  and  for 
appropriating  land  for  streets :"     The  Act  then  enacted 
that  it   should   be    lawful    for  the    guardians    of  Sir 
J.  W.  Ramsden  during  his  minority,  and  the  survivor 
of   them,   and    on    his    attaining  twenty-one,   or  dying 
under  that  age,  for  the  tenant  for  life  for  the  time  being 
in  possession  or  remainder  expectant,  on  the  determina- 
tion of  certain  terms,  &c.,  by  indenture,  &c.,  to  demLje, 
lease,  or  grant  to  any  i)erson  or  persons  who  in  the 
lifetime  of  Sir  J.  Ramsden  applied  for  and  took  under 
the  system  hereinbefore  described,  and  on  the  faidi  of  » 
lease  or  leases  being  granted  according  to  such  system  u 
aforesaid,  any  j^art  of  the  said  lands  devised  (mentioned 
in  schedule),   and  who  hath  or  have  erected  and  buflt 
any  house  or  houses,  building  or  buildings  thereon,  for 
the  term  and  with  and  subject  to  the  covenants,  provisoes 
and  agreements  mentioned   in   the  lease   appended  to 
the   Act,   with  such   variations   as    the   parcels,  num- 
ber of  parties,  and  circumstances  may  require,  at  tie 
ground-rent  or  ground-rents  mentioned  and  stated  witi 
reference  to  each  particular  case  respectively,  the  term  \o 
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be  granted  by  each  such  lease  respectively  to  com- 
mence and  be  computed  from  the  day  or  time,  or  from 
some  date  not  exceeding  six  months  from  the  day  or  time, 
.when  the  house  or  houses,  building  or  buildings  on  the 
land  80  to  be  demised  shall  have  been  completed.  The 
Act  then  provided  for  the  granting  future  original  leases^ 
and  for  the  terms  of  renewal.  The  lease  contained  in 
the  schedule  was  for  a  term  of  sixty  years,  with  a  cove- 
nant for  renewal  by  Sir  J.  Ramsden  and  his  heirs  at  the 
expiration  of  twenty  years  from  the  term  or  renewed 
term,  on  payment  of  one  year's  full  improved  value,  with 
a  stipulation  that  if  the  lessee  should  neglect  for  six 
months  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  twenty  years,  the 
said  J.  Ramsden  and  his  heirs  should  not  be  compellable 
to  grant  a  further  term  until  the  expiration  of  forty 
years ;  and  then  the  said  Sir  J.  Ramsden  or  his  heirs 
should  make  a  new  demise  for  sixty  years,  on  payment  of 
a  fine  of  ten  years'  value  (a) ;  and  if  the  lessee  should 
fiul  to  apply  within  twelve  months  after  the  expiration  of 
forty  years,  then  he  shall  forfeit  his  claim. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  Joseph  Brook  was 

examined  before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Lords 

.to  prove  the  preamble  of  the  bill  as  to  the  usage  of  the 

estate  as  to  letting  land  for  building  without  granting 

leases.     In  1857,  as  alleged  by  the   bill,  the  plaintiff 

having  occasion  to  borrow  a  sum  of  money,  offered  his 

property  at  Paddock  to  the  club  as  security  for  the  proposed 

loan.  The  security  was  approved,  and  the  money  advanced. 

By  an  arrangement  with  the  club,  the  plaintiff  and  Mr. 

Ijee  Dyson,  the  president  of  the  club,  went  to  Longley 

Hall,  in  order  to  have  the  name  of  the   club  entered 

jointly  with  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was  done. 

The  bill  alleged  that  such  entry  was  made  solely  for 

ihe  purpose  of  giving   security  to  the  club,  and  was 
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18C4.  the  only  security  except  a  promissory  note.  On  the 
TiioKNTON  occasion  when  the  name  of  the  Commercial  Money  Club 
was  being  entered  on  the  roll  the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Lee 
Dyson  were  not  there  more  than  five  minutes ;  two  blank 
forms  were  placed  before  them  by  the  agent  of  the  estate 
or  the  clerk ;  neither  of  the  plaintiffs  read  them  through. 
They  signed  them,  without  suspecting  that  the  property 
at  Paddock  could  be  prejudiced.  They  submitted  that 
they  were  not  binding  on  the  plaintiffs.  No  copies  were 
given  them,  but  on  the  22nd  January,  1864,  they  ob- 
tained copies,  which  were  in  the  following  terms : — 

"  Huddersfield. 

"  I,  Joseph  Thornton,  of  Paddock,  near  Huddersfield, 
in  the  county  of  York,  manufacturer,  do  hereby  give  up 
possession  of  a  dwellinghouse  and  outbuildings,  situated 
at  Paddock  aforesaid,  unto  Sir  John  William  BamsdeD, 
Bart.;  and  I,  the  undersigned  Lee  Dyson,  of  New 
Street,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  Commercial  Inn  Money 
Club,  do  agree  to  become  tenant  at  will  for  the  said 
premises  under  the  said  Sir  John  William  Ramsden, 
Bart.,  to  hold  from  the  13th  May  last^  at  such  rent  as  he, 
the  said  Sir  John  William  Kamsden,  Bart.,  shall  from 
time  to  time  think  proper  to  fix." 

"  Huddersfield. 

"  I,  Joseph  Thornton,  of  Paddock,  near  Huddersfield, 
in  the  county  of  York,  manufacturer,  do  hereby  give  up 
possession  of  a  barn  and  mistal,  situated  at  Padded^ 
aforesaid,  unto  Sir  John  William  Ramsden^  Bart ;  vi 
I,  the  undersigned  Lee  Dyson,  of  New  Street,  Hudders- 
field, for  and  on  behalf  of  the  Commercial  Inn  Monef 
Club,  do  agree  to  become  tenant  at  will  for  the  saM 
premises  unto  the  said  Sir  John  William  Kamsden,  fiart, 
to  hold  from  the  13  th  May  last^  at  such  rent  as  he^  tie 
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said  Sir  John  William  Ramsden,  Bart,  shall  from  time 
to  time  think  proper  to  fix." 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  since  the  present 
baronet  had  attained  his  majority  attempts  had  been 
made  to  substitute  for  the  former  system  leases  for 
ninety-nine  years,  or  for  his  own  life,  but  this  arrange- 
ment not  being  satisfactory  to  the  tenants,  in  1859 
he  applied  for  an  Act  (22  &  23  Vic,  Cap.  4),  called  the 
Bamsden  Leasing  Act,  1859,  which  recited,  inter  alia^ 
"  that  about  one  half  of  the  town  of  Huddersfield,  and 
parts  of  neighbouring  villages,  had  been  built  by 
persons,  being  tenants  from  year  to  year,  at  their  own  ex- 
pence,  to  the  estimated  aggregate  amount  of  at  least 
750,000/.,  without  their  having  any  lease  or  agreement 
for  a  lease  thereof,  and  in  the  expectation  only  of  not 
being  disturbed  in  their  possession ;  and  many  persons,  so 
being  tenants  from  year  to  year,  had  paid  their  ground- 
rents  in  respect  of  such  their  holdings,  but,  in  consequence 
of  the  uncertainty  of  their  tenure,  the  buildings  had  in 
many  instances  been  suffered  to  fall  into  decay  or  want 
of  repair,  and  it  would  require  a  considerable  sum  to  put 
the  whole  of  them  into  good  repair  ;  and  that  the  number 
of  the  buildings  amounted  to  about  2900,  of  a  yearly 
rateable  value  exceeding  50,000/." 

The  Act  went  on  to  recite  that  the  ground-rent9  were 
estimated  at  about  4000/.  a  year,  and  that  it  was  ex- 
pedient and  just  to  the  persons  who  have  so  built  on  the 
holdings,  or  have  succeeded  by  purchase  or  otherwise  to 
the  same  in  the  expectation  of  not  being  so  disturbed, 
and  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  Sir  J.  W.  Rams- 
den, and  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder  to  the  estates 
now  subject  to  the  therein  recited  limitations  of  Sir  J. 
Samsden's  will  and  the  late  settlement,  that  provi- 
sion should  be  made  for  granting  leases  of  the  hold- 
ings^ or  some  of  them,  or  parts  thereof,  on  long  terms  of 
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years^  on  proper  terms  and  conditions^  having  r^ard  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  cases. 

The  Act  then  enacted  that  the  powers  given  by  the 
Act  should  be  exerciseable  by  the  person  or  persons  wbo 
were  by  Sir  J.  Ramsden's  will  empowered  to  grant 
building,  improving,  or  repairing  leases,  and  that  the 
lessor  under  the  Act  might   from  time  to  time  grant 
leases  according  to  this  Act  of  any  parts  of  the  mes- 
suages, lands,  &c.  &c.,  specified  in  the  first  schedule, 
to  any  persons  who  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  had 
built  thereon,  at  their  own  expense,  without  being  lessee 
thereof,  or  to  such  other  person  as  the  lessor,  in  his  uncon- 
trolled judgment  and  entire  discretion,  considered  justly 
entitled  to  such  lease,  in  respect  of  any  of  the  building? 
specified  in  the  first  schedule,  whether  the  buildings  were 
made  at  their  expense  or  not;  or  if  those  persons  should 
be,  by  reason  of  any  incapacity,  unable  to  accept  the  lease, 
then  to  any  other  person  on  their  behalf. 

The  Act  then  provided  that  the  following  terms  and 
conditions  should  apply  to  the  leases  under  the  A^t:— 

First,  the  lease  might  comprise  such  of  the  heredita- 
ments within  the  power  of  leasing  as  the  lessor  thougbt 

fit. 

Secondly,  the  lease  should  be  for  a  term  to  be  fixed 
by  the  lessor,  but  not  exceeding  ninety-nine  years,  ati 
yearly  rent,  without  a  fine. 

Thirdly,  the  l^ase  to  take  effect  immediately,  cr 
within  twelve  months  after  the  granting  thereof,  tad 
not  otherwise,  in  reversion. 

Fourthly,  the  yearly  rent,  where  the  distinct  rent  of 
the  land  could  be  ascertained,  should  not  be  less  thi 
had  been  hitherto  paid,  and  might,  if  the  lessor  thougU 
fit,  be  as  much  as  the  land,  if  it  were  bare  of  buildup 
might  be  worth  if  let  for  building  purposes. 

Fifthly,  the  lease  to  contain  the  covenants,  &C.5  sped* 
fied  in  the  Act. 
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schedule  contained  the  following  description  of        1864. 
intiff's  property :—  Tn'i^^ii 


*B  Name. 


n  Joseph 


Thornton 


Joint  Tenants. 


Commercial  Inn 
Club 


No.  on 
Plan. 


Commercial  Inn 
Club 


417 
418 
410 
4i0 
421 
424 
42oA 


Description  of 
Property. 


Dwellinghouse, 
Cottage,  Plea- 
sure Grounds 

Gardens,  Wash- 
house,  Coal 
Place 


Priory 


Bam,  Mistal, 
Stables,  Sheds, 
Piggeries,  and 
Yard 


Situation. 


Paddock 


Paddock 


Ramsdbn. 
statement. 


bill  was  promoted  by  Sir  J .  W.  Ramsden,  and  while 
pending  there  were  public  meetings  held  by  the 
3  of  the  estate^  and  a  committee  was  appointed, 
uggested  several  variations,  all  of  which,  but  one, 
1  the  new  leases  should .  be  for  a  term  of  ninety- 
ears,  the  defendant,  as  he  alleged  in  his  answer, 
d.  On  the  8tli  August,  1859,  a  public  meeting 
eld  which  passed  resolutions  approving  of  the 
re.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  was  present  at  the  meet- 
One  of  the  resolutions  passed  was  the  acceptance  of 
I,  and  returning  their  thanks  to  Sir  J.  W.  Kamsden, 
^pressing  regret  that  the  clause  making  all  the 
^ases  ninety-nine  years  was  not  adopted.  The  an- 
Ueged  that  the  plaintiff  Thornton  was  a  member 
committee,  which,  however,  he  denied, 
rtly  after  the  passing  of  the  Act  Sir  J.  W.  Rams- 
msed  the  following  advertisement  to  be  inserted 
local  papers : — 
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^^  Kamsden  Estate  Leasing  Act,  1859. 
"  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  Sir  J.  W.  Bamsden  is 
now  prepared  to  receive  applications  for  leases  to  be 
granted  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  all  persons 
who  are  desirous  of  obtaining  such  leases  are  requested 
to  make  applications  forthwith  at  the  estate  office.  Long- 
ley  Hall. 

"(Signed)        Alex.  Hathobn. 

"  Longley  Hall, 
«19th  Aug.,  1859." 

On  the  3rd  October  the  members  of  the  committee 
had  an  interview  with  Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden,  the  plaintiff 
being  present,  in  which  he  promised  as  a  rule  to  grant 
leases  at  rents  equal  to  the  present  value  of  the  ground, 
provided  the  buildings  were  good,  and  an  application 
speedily  made.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  shortly  afte^ 
wards  went  to  Longley  Hall,  and  signed  an  application 
in  the  following  terms : — 

''  To  Sir  John  W.  Ramsden,  Bart. 

"  Huddersfield,  12th  Oct,  1859. 
"  Sir, — In  compliance  with  the  public  notice  issued  by 
you  on  the  19th  August,  1859,  I  beg  to  apply  for  a 
lease  to  be  granted  under  the  powers  contained  in  the 
Ramsden  Estate  Leasing  Act,  1859,  of  the  under- 
mentioned premises,  being  part  of  the  hereditaments 
described  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  Act. 

"  I  am.  Sir, 

"  Your  most  obedient  servant, 
"Joseph  Thobntok. 


NO. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  P&EMISE& 

417,  418.  Dwellinghouse,  Cottage,  Pleasure  Grounds. 
419,  420.  Gardens,  Washhouse,  Coal  Place,  and 
421,424.  Priory. 

425a.         Barn,  Mistal,  Stables,  Shed,  Piggeries,  vA 

Yard." 
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In  May,  1860,  Sir  J.  W,  Ramsden  caused  the  follow-         1864. 
ing  adyertisement  to  be  inserted  in  the  local  papers : —         Thobnton 


V. 

Raksdbn. 


"  Longley  Hall,  May,  1860. 
«  Sir  J.  Ramsden's  Estate  Leasing  Act,  1859.  Statefnmt. 

**  Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden  has  appointed  Mr.  Hewitt  and 
Mr.  Hathorn  to  make  joint  valuation  of  the  property 
comprised  in  schedule  1  to  the  above  Act.  They  will 
bcffin  the  valuation  on  the  30th  instant. 

^'  All  parties  desirous  of  obtaining  a  lease  for  the  full 
term  of  ninety-nine  years  under  the  above  Act  must 
apply  to  Mr.  Hathorn,  at  Longley  Hall,  before  August 
13th,  1860.  The  lease  will  date  from  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  but  the  revised  rents  will  only  come  into  operation 
daring  the  current  half-year,  and  the  first  payment  under 
the  new  valuation  will  be  made  at  the  rent  audit  in 
November  next." 

A  copy  of  this  notice  was  sent  to  the  plaintiff,  as  well 
as  the  other  tenants.  On  the  7th  November  the  plaintiff 
Thornton,  finding  that  his  rent  would  be  increased  to 
13/.,  withdrew  his  application. 

Up  to  the  filing  of  the  first  answer  it  appeared 
(par.  126)  that  1460  applications  had  been  made  by 
tenants  for  leases  under  the  Act ;  230  had  been  granted, 
and  about  500  withdrawn. 

On  the  appearance  of  the  above  advertisement  in  May, 
1860,  considerable  dissatisfaction  was  expressed  by  some  of 
the  tenants,  public  meetings  held,  and  a  memorial  was  pre- 
sented to  Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden  objecting  mainly  to  the 
increase  of  the  rents. 

The  bill  alleged,  as  evidence  that  the  tenants  were 
not  mere  tenants  at  will,  what  took  place  in  respect  of 
the  Huddersfield  and  Manchester  and  Sheffield  Bail- 
>rays.  Paragraph  50  stated  that  in  1845  the  Hudders- 
field and  Sheffield,  and  Huddersfield  and  Manchester 
lEUulway  Companies  required  to  take  several   buildings 
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1864.        on  part  of  the  Ramsden  estates  at  Huddersfield,  Paddock, 
Thornton     &c.,  held  on  the  tenant-right  tenure^  and  nnderstanding 
Ramsden.     *^**  ^^^  owners  could  have  leases  renewable  every  twenty 
years.     The  companies  having  required  such  leases  to  be 
produced,  the  owners  applied  to  the  trustees,  who  granted 
such  leases  for  sixty  years,  renewable  every  twenty  years. 
The  bill  alleged  that  every  one  of  such  leases  contained  a 
recital  that  the  lessee,  being  desirous  of  taking  on  lease 
for  building  purposes  the  piece  of  ground  thereinafter 
mentioned,  did  in  the  lifetime  of  Sir  J.  Kamsden  apply  for 
that  purpose  to  the  steward  or  agent  of  Sir  J.  Kamsden, 
and  was  thereupon  permitted  to  take  the  ground  and  to 
erect  buildings  on  the  understanding  and  agreement  that 
such  leases  should  be  granted  to  him.     The  bill  further 
alleged  that  after  the  leases  were  granted  the  railway 
companies  paid  to   them  the   compensation  payable  in 
respect  of  such  property ;   that  other  holders  of  plots 
of  land  taken  by  the  railway  companies  also  received 
compensation,  and  expended  such  money  in  erections  on 
other  parts  of  the  estate  on  the  tenant-right  system; 
and  in  such  leases  an  agreement  in  writing  was  entered 
into  between  the  tenants  and  Alexander  Hathorn,  repre- 
senting the  trustees,  that  such  persons  should  pay  sudi 
ground-rent  as  was  usually  charged  to  tenants  building 
on  the  said  estates  without  leases,  and  that  they  should 
be  entered  in  the  rent  roll  as  tenants  in  the  usual  man- 
ner in  respect  of  such  other  part  of  the  said  estates, 
and  the  buildings  thereon ;  that  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  late  Sir  J.  Ramsden,  and  during  the  minority  of  Sir 
J.  W.  Ramsden,  and  subsequently,  houses  erected  on 
the  tenant-right  tenure  being  required  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  town  of  Huddersfield  were  taken,  and  tiat 
the  owners  received  from  Sir  John  Ramsden,  the  tros- 
tees,  and  also  from   Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden,  through  the 
Huddersfield  Improvement  Commissioners,  compensation 
in  respect  of  such  houses,  &c.,  the  amount  of  which  was 
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on  the  basis  that  the  owners  could  not  be  disturbed 
iir  possession  without  compensation. 
le  following  paragraphs  of  the  bill  showed  the  course 
acceding  on  the  estate: — 

ila.  Under  the  provisions  of  *  The  Huddersfield  Im- 
iment  Act,  1848,'  and  of  the  secondly  hereinbefore- 
i  Act  of  Parliament,  large  sums  of  money  have 
expended  by  the  Huddersfield  Improvement  Com- 
oners  in  laying  out  and  forming  new  streets  in 
lersfield,  on  parts  of  the  Kamsden  estates,  and  in 
riug,  draining,  and  paving  such  streets,  and  the 
ises  of  such  works  have  been  and  are  under 
ast-mentioned  Acts  charged  upon  the  Kamsden 
J3,  and  have  been  and  are  now  being  recovered  by 
aid  commissioners  by  means  of  special  rates. laid 
illy  for  the  period  of  thirty  years  upon  and  payable 
e  owner  for  the  time  being  of  the  Ramsden  estates. 
since  the  defendant  Sir  John  William  Kamsden  has 
led  his  age  of  twenty-one  years  such  defendant  has 
nded  and  received  from  various  owners  of  houses  and 
ings  erected  upon  the  Ramsden  estates  adjoining  such 
3treets,  and  held  upon  the  before-mentioned  tenant- 
tenure,  certain  sums  of  money  which  the  last-named 
tdant  stated  to  be  the  respective  proportions  payable 
ich  owners  in  respect  of  their  various  properties  of 
>efore-mentioned  sums  of  money  expended  as  afore - 
And  in  all  cases  in  which  the  defendant  Sir  John 
am  Ramsden  has  demanded  and  received  sums  of 
y  as  last  aforesaid  such  defendant  has  treated  and 
with  the  persons  from  whom  he  has  demanded  and 
ired  such  sums  of  money  as  the  owners  of  their 
said  respective  properties,  and  on  the  same  footing 
In  the  same  manner  as  tenants  of  other  parts  of  the 
3den  estates,  to  whom  leases  of  such  other  parts  of 
Ramsden  estates,  for  sixty  years,  renewable  every 
ty  years  as  aforesaid,  have  been  granted. 
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"51^.  The  Huddersfield  Improvement  Commissioners 
are  authorised  by  *  The  Huddersfield  Improvement  Act, 
1848,'  to  execute  sanitary  works  on  private  property  as 
private  improvements,  and  to  recover  the  expenses  thereof 
from  the  owners  of  such  properties;  and  such  com- 
missioners, in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act, 
invariably  treat  and  deal  with  the  holders  of  tenant-right 
properties  at  Huddersfield  and  its  neighbourhood  as  the 
actual  owners  of  such  properties,  and  make  and  levy 
rates  upon  them  as  such  holders,  and  in  case  of  non- 
payment estreat  the  'rents  payable  by  the  sub-tenants  of 
such  properties.  And  such  commissioners  have  by  actioni 
at  law  recovered  from  the  holders  of  tenant-right  pro- 
perties the  before-mentioned  expenses. 

^^  Sic.  The  Huddersfield  Improvement  Act  of  1848  wii 
obtained  with  the  sanction  of  the  trustees  of  the  Rams- 
den  estates,  and  the  agent  of  such  trustees  in  fact  joined 
in  obtaining  such  Act.  And  the  defendant  Sir  J.  "W. 
Bamsden  has  under  that  Act  the  power  of  appointing, 
and  has  appointed,  and  does  appoint  three  of  the  twenty- 
one  commissioners  who  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
said  Act,  and  such  three  of  the  said  commissioners  sit 
permanently  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  last-named 
defendant,  and  of  the  other  persons  interested  in  the 
Bamsden  estates. 

*^  52.  The  defendant  Sir  J.  W.  Bamsden  during  hi 
minority,  and  after  he  came  of  age,  and  when  he  ex^ 
cuted  the  before-stated  indenture  of  the  19th  of  April, 
1853,  well  knew  of  the  before-mentioned  tenant-rigbt 
tenure,  and  that  the  various  tenant-right  owners  holding 
parts  of  the  Bamsden  estates  as  aforesaid  (and  whici 
estates  as  before  stated  comprise  '  The  Bamsden  Settled 
Estates,'   and   *  The    Bamsden   Devised   Estates ')  hi 
taken  their  respective  holdings,  and  erected  buildings 
thereon,  under  the  before-mentioned   belief,  assnrance, 
and  understanding  that  they  could  have  leases  for  sixtj 
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JGBTS,  renewable  every  twenty  years,  of  their  respective 
holdings,  whenever  they  might  respectively  think  proper 
to  apply  for  such  leases,  and  that  they  could  never  be 
disturbed  in  the  possession  of  their  respective  holdings 
without  receiving  compensation.  The  defendant  Sir 
J.  W.  Bamsden  during  his  minority,  and  after  he  came 
of  age,  and  when  he  executed  the  said  indenture  of 
the  19th  of  April,  1853,  well  knew  that  the  plaintiff 
Thornton  had  taken  the  before-mentioned  pieces  of  land 
and  erected  buildings  thereon  as  aforesaid  upon  the 
before-mentioned  belief,  assurance,  and  understanding 
that  such  plaintiff  could  have  a  lease  for  sixty  years,  re- 
newable every  twenty  years,  of  his  said  property  when 
he  might  think  proper  to  require  such  a  lease,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  Thornton  could  never  be  disturbed  in  his 
possession  without  receiving  compensation.  And  the 
defendant  Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden  never  in  any  manner, 
until  he  served  the  notice  to  quit  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, questioned  or  disputed  the  before-mentioned 
rights  of  the  said  tenant-right  owners,  or  the  plaintiffs, 
or  any  or  either  of  them,  but,  on  the  contrary,  always 
acquiesced  in  and  admitted,  and  by  various  acts,  matters, 
and  things  acknowledged  and  confirmed  such  rights. 

"  53.  In  the  month  of  November,  1861,  the  plaintiff 
Thornton,  by  the  direction  of  the  defendant  Sir  J.  W. 
Bamsden,  was  served  with  a  notice  in  writing  signed  by 
such  defendant  as  follows : — 
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"  *  I,  the  undersigned.  Sir  John  William  Bamsden, 
tmronet,  do  hereby  give  you  notice  and  require  you  to 
quit  and  deliver  up  to  me  quiet  and  peaceable'  possession 
of  the  dwellinghouse,  cottage,  pleasure  grounds,  gardens, 
bam,  mistal,  and  stable,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  at 
Paddock,  in  the  parish  of  Huddersfield,  in  the  county  of 
York,  which  you  now  hold  and  rent  of  me,  on  the  11th 
day  of  May  now  next  ensuing,  provided  your  tenancy 
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originally  commenced  at  that  time,  or  otherwise  at  or 
upon  such  other  day  or  time,  or  several  days  or  times,  as 
the  year  of  your  tenancy  therein  shall  end  next  after  the 
expiration  of  half  a  year  from  the  service  of  this  notice. 
And  I  do  hereby  demand  possession  thereof  accordingly. 
"  *  Dated  the  second  day  of  November,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-one. 

"*  John  William  Ramsden. 


"*To  Joseph  Thornton.' 


"  54.  The  defendant  Sir  J.  W.  Bamsden  has  caused 
similar  notices  to  quit  to  be  served  upon  various  othen 
of  the  said  tenant-right  owners. 

^^  55.  The  defendant  Sir  J.  W.  Kamsden  has  caused 
the  before-mentioned  notice  to  quit  to  be  served  upoa 
the  plaintiff  Thornton,  in  order  that  he  may  at  the  ex* 
piration  of  the  time  fixed  in  such  order  commence  an 
action  of  ejectment,  or  some  other  action  at  law  agunst 
the  plaintiffs,  or  one  of  them,  in  one  of  Her  Majesty^s 
Courts  of  Common  Law,  in  order  to  recover  from  the 
plaintiffs  the  property  mentioned  in  the  said  notice  to 
quit,  such  property  being  the  before-mentioned  property 
of  the  plaintiff  Thornton  at  Paddock,  erected  and  laid 
out  by  the  last-named  plaintiff  under  the  circumstances 
aforesaid,  and  to  turn  the  plaintiffs  out  of  the  possesmon 
of  such  property.  And  the  defendant  Sir  J.  W.  Bams- 
den threatens  and  intends,  unless  prevented  firom  flo 
doing  by  the  order  and  injunction  of  this  honourabk 
Court,  to  commence  and  prosecute  such  action  of  eject** 
ment,  or  some  other  action  against  the  plaintiffs,  or 
one  of  them.  And  the  plaintiffs  are  advised  and  submit 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  not,  nor  has  either  of  them,  any 
defence  at  law  to  such  action,  and  that  the  last-named 
defendant  will  if  he  proceed  with  such  action  succeed 
therein,  and  will  recover  from  the  plaintiffs  the  said  jffo- 
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yertj  of  the  plaintiff  Thornton  at  Paddock  aforesaid,  and 
prill  turn  the  plaintiffs  out  of  the  possession  thereof. 

"  56.  There  are  about  1700  persons,  exclusive  of  money 
ind  building  clubs  and  other  mortgagees,  directly  inte- 
rested in  the  holdings  of  parts  of  the  Bamsden  estates  on 
^he  tenant-right  tenure.  There  are  many  more  holdings 
>n  tenant-right  tenure  than  1700.  The  schedule  to  the 
Astly  before-stated  Act  makes  the  number  of  such  hold- 
ngs  to  be  2000  or  thereabouts,  but  there  are  many  in- 
itances  in  which  many  of  the  separate  holdings  are  now 
rested  in  one  person,  or  one  set  of  persons, 

**  57.  The  difficulties  which  have  now  been  raised  with 
respect  to  the  holdings  of  parts  of  the  Ramsden  estates  on 
the  tenant-right  tenure  have  not  arisen  in  any  manner, 
neither  have  such  difficulties  been  caused  or  created,  by 
the  plaintiffs  or  the  other  tenant-right  owners  themselves. 
rhe  tenant-right  owners  have  been  and  were  (except  in 
those  cases  in  which,  as  before  stated,  the  tenant-right 
owners  received  compensation  for  their  respective  pro- 
perties), until  the  defendant  Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden  thought 
proper  to  question  their  rights,  enjoying  their  various 
holdings  without  interruption  or  question.  They  have 
been  and  were  duly  paying  the  various  fixed  ground-rents 
in  respect  of  their  several  holdings,  and  disposing  of  their 
respective  properties  as  they  thought  fit  and  occasion  re- 
qnired^  and  taking  up  their  leases  on  the  old-accustomed 
ind  well-understood  terms,  namely  for  sixty  years,  re- 
lewable  every  twenty  years  whenever  they  thought  fit 
10  to  do.  The  interruption  of  the  old-established  system 
IAS  proceeded  entirely  and  exclusively  from  the  defendant 
iir  J.  W.  Bamsden,  and  such  interruption  has  already 
lonsiderably  depreciated  the  value  of  the  various  before- 
nentioned  holdings  on  the  tenant-right  tenure. 

^'  58.  The  plaintiffs  are  advised  and  insist  that  under  the 
nrcumstances  herein  appearing  the  plaintiff  Thornton 
a  entitled  to  have  a  lease  granted  to  him  of  his  said 
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property  at  Paddock  aforesaid  for  sixty  years,  renew- 
able every  twenty  years,  at  a  ground-rent  and  fine  to  be 
fixed  according  to  the  custom  which  has  for  many  years 
prevailed  in  exchanging  the  tenant-right  tenure  in  divers 
portions  of  the  Kamsden  estates  into  leasehold,  or  that,  at 
all  events,  if  the  plaintiff  Thornton  be  not  entitled  to 
such  a  lease,  the  plaintifis  cannot  be  turned  out  of  or 
otherwise  in  any  manner  disturbed  in  the  possession  of 
the   said   property   of   the    plaintiff   Thornton  without 
being  repaid  the  moneys  expended  by  such  plaintiff  in 
and  about  building  and  laying  out  such  property,  as  a 
compensation  for  such  property,  or  as  damages  in  respect 
thereof;    and   that  the   defendant    Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden 
ought  to  be  restrained  by  the  order  and  injunction  of  diia 
honourable  Court  from  further  proceeding  upon  the  notice 
to  quit  served  upon  the   plaintiff  Thornton   as  afore- 
said, and  from  commencing  or  prosecuting  any  action  of 
ejectment,  or  other  action  or  proceeding  at  law,  to  recoTcr 
possession  of  the  said  property  of  the  plaintiff  Thorn- 
ton  at   Paddock    as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  or 
which  shall  in  any  manner  disturb,  or  tend  to  disturb,  tie 
plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  in  the  possession  of  the  said 
property,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that  the  defendant 
Sir  J.  W.  Ramsden  ought  to  be  in  like  manner  restrained 
from  in  any  manner  disturbing  the  plaintiffs,  or  either  of 
them,  in  the  possession  of  the  said  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff Joseph  Thornton,  or  any  part  thereof." 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  there  were  upwards  of  eigkty 
aflSdavits,  containing  nearly  2000  folios,  filed  for  the  pn^ 
pose  of  showing  the  uniformity  and  universality  of  tie 
custom  of  what  was  described  as  the  tenant-right  tenure, 
and  stating  numerous  instances  in  which  such  tenure  hd 
been  recognised.  The  plaintiff's  first  affidavit,  to  a  greil 
extent,  was  an  echo  of  the  bill.  In  the  second  batch  of 
affidavits  the  plaintiff  and  several  witnesses  deposed  as 
to  the  prevalence  of  the  tenant-right  tenure  and  the 
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agency  of  Joseph  "Brook.  The  plaintiff  deposed  (paragraph 
1)  that  he  had  ascertained  that  the  number  of  buildings 
under  the  tenant-right  system  subsequent  to  the  Leasing 
Act  of  1844  amounted  to  994.  In  the  6th  paragraph  of 
this  affidavit  the  plaintiff  deposed ''  that  in  1839  and  1840 
Joseph  Brook  was  the  only  known  agent  of  the  Kamsden 
estates  who  resided  near  Huddersfield ;  he  followed  no 
other  business,  and  he  was  authorised  and  allowed  by 
Sir  J.  Kamsden  and  the  trustees  to  charge  and  receive 
for  his  own  use  a  fee  on  each  allotment  of  land  made  by 
him  on  the  tenant-right  system,  and  also  a  fee  on  each 
transfer  thereof.  The  plaintiff  deposed  that  he  paid 
Joseph  Brook  for  his  trouble  in  setting  out  the  plot  of 
land.  In  1837  Mr.  John  Bower  was  the  chief  agent 
for  the  Kamsden  estates,  residing  at  Byram,  and  who 
attended  the  rent-audit  meetings,  and  the  said  Joseph 
Brook  was  the  resident  agent  and  the  only  known 
resident  agent  during  his  time  at  Huddersfield.  Joseph 
Brook  set  out  all  plots  to  applicants  for  building 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  town  proper,  and  also 
many  plots  within  the  town,  when  the  occupancy  of 
such  plots  did  not  interfere  with  any  line  of  streets  in 
existence  or  projected.  *  *  *  In  the  former 
class  of  cases  Joseph  Brook  invariably  fixed  the  rents 
himself:  in  the  latter  class,  as  a  rule,  they  were  fixed  by 
the  said  Joseph  Brook  and  the  then  acting  surveyor  in 
consultation.  And  in  every  case,  without  an  instance 
being  known  to  the  contrary,  the  rents  so  fixed  were  the 
rents  paid;  but  in  some  few  instances  of  the  poorer 
class  of  applicants  for  building  the  rents  fixed  or  named 
by  Joseph  Brook  were  afterwards  lowered  by  himself 
on  the  parties  appealing  to  him  personally  as  to  the 
amount  of  rent  which  he  had  named.  Joseph  Brook 
was  the  landlord  of  the  Star  Inn,  the  business  of  which, 
as  an  inn,  was  conducted  by  his  wife  and  family,  and 
which  inn  was  known  and  used  as  the  Kamsden  Estate 
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Office  nearly  up  to  the  time  of  Mr.  Hathom's  appoint- 
ment, the  tenants  going  thither  for  all  purposes  except 
the  rent  and  its  arrears,  and  new  rents  were  generaUj 
paid  at  the  Star  Inn,  except  such  as  the  said  Joseph 
Brook    collected.      Joseph    Brook's  whole   time,  as  s 
definite  occupation,  was  engaged  on  the    part  of  the 
owners  of  the  estate  in  the  management  of  the  land,  the 
keeping  of  the  wood  fences  in  repair,   and  the  lettbg 
and  setting  out  of  plots,  and  receiving  new  rents  and 
arrears,  and  other  business  of  the  said  estate.     Many 
other  witnesses   deposed  to  the   same  efi*ect.      Joseph 
Stocks,  mason,  and  J.   Sheppard,  cordwainer  (page  29), 
gave  the  following  account  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  became  tenants  of  the  Ramsden  estate,  and 
which  was  similar  to  that  given  by  several  witnesses:— 
**  About  twenty-four  years  ago  (from  October,  1862)^ 
having  saved  a  little  money  and  having  entered  into  i 
money  club,  I  applied  to  Joseph  Brook,  Bridgend,  to  set 
me  out  some  land  at  Hebble  Terrace  aforesaid.    Joseph 
Brook  said,  ^  Hey  wood,'  the  tenant  of  the  land  I  intended 
to  take,  ^  is  a  queer  chap ;  you  had  better  arrange  with 
him  first.'     Accordingly  I   paid  Hey  wood  1/.   10*.  for 
goodwill.     Joseph  Brook  afterwards  came  and  set  out 
the  ground,  and  I  paid  his  fee  of  lOs.  after  the  buil<£if 
was  finished.     Joseph  Brook  said  that,  inasmuch  as  I 
and  my  neighbour  John  Sheppard  had  been  at  a  great 
deal  of  trouble  with  Hey  wood,  he  would  let  us  oiF  paying 
rent  for  two  years.     About  three  years  after  that  I  again 
saw  Mr.  Brook.     He  said,  ^  Joseph,  I  want  some  rent  of 
thee.'    I  said,  'Well,  Mr.  Brook,  I  am  aware  of  that,  and 
I  will  come  down  to  the  Star  Inn  and  arrange  with  you.' 
After  that  I  met  him  at  the  Kamsden  Arms  Inn  in 
Huddersfield,  and  agreed  with  him  for  \L  10*.  a  year. 
Mr.  Brook  then  said,  *  Now,  Joseph,  you  must  attend 
the  George  Inn  once  a  year,  and  pay  Mr.  Bower  every 
April ;'  and  I  have  done  so  ever  since. 
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•*  I  had  several  conversations  with  Mr.  Brook  on  the         ^864. 
subject  of  a  lease^  and  Mr.  Brook  invariably  said  I  was     Thornton 
as  safe  as  if  my  property  was  freehold.     I  expended     ramsdbic. 
320/.  in  building." 

John  Sheppard  also  deposed  to  the  same  eifect^  and 
that  he  had  expended  400Z.  in  building;  that  he  had 
several  conversations  with  Mr.  Brook  on  the  subject  of  a 
lease,  and  that  Brook  invariably  said  he  was  as  safe  as  if 
his  property  was  freehold.  Several  witnesses  also  de- 
posed that  in  1852  Mr.  Hathorn^  the  then  agents  made 
statements  to  the  same  effect.  George  Brook,  farmer, 
on  this  point  deposed  as  follows  (page  30) : — 

"  In  the  year  1852  I  and  my  son  went  to  Mr.  Hathorn 
to  set  me  out  the  ground  fit  to  build  two  other  houses. 
My  son  said  in  my  presence  to  Mr.  Hathorn,  '  Cannot 
you  let  us  have  a  lease  for  all  the  property?'  Mr. 
Hathorn  replied,  *  You  will  be  better  without  a  lease 
than  with  one,  because  a  lease  would  cost  a  great  deal  of 
money,  and  you  will  be  as  safe  as  if  you  had  a  lease.' 
Mr.  Hathorn  further  said,  *  You  will  never  be  disturbed ; 
never  you  bother  about  leases.'" 

Hepworth,  Williams,  Moore,  Spencer,  J.  Brook,  Kaye, 
and  others  deposed  to  the  same  effect. 

Aquila  Gautrodger,  another  witness,  deposed  (page  34) 
that  he  married  the  daughter  of  a  tenant-right  owner, 
and  in  1838  began  to  build;  that  he  paid  a  fee;  that  in 
1846  his  father-in-law  died ;  that,  by  the  instructions  of 
Mr.  Hathorn,  he  paid  his  mother-in-law  40/.  for  goodwill 
and  10/.  proportion  of  ground-rent ;  and  that  soon  afler, 
being  thirteen  years  after  he  built,  he  was  granted  a 
sixty  years'  lease,  renewable  every  twenty  years,  dated 
May,  1853;  that  no  fine  was  charged,  nor  back  rents 
required. 

As  to  the  value  of  the  property,  subject  to  the  present 
ground-rent,  Messrs.  Hall  and  Thornton,  of  Huddersfield, 
surveyors,    deposed  that  the  value  of  the    house    and 
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buildiogs  (on    the   plot  taken  in  1837),  subject  to  the 
ground-rent  of  4/.,  was  .         .         .         1075     6    6 
Barn  and  Mistal,  subject  to  the 
rent  of  1/.  7rf.,  was  worth    .  116     5    0 
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There  was  also  the  evidence  of  an  actuary^  Jenkin 
Jones^  that  the  value  of  a  ninety-nine  years'  lease  of 
premises  of  the  annual  value  of  50/. ,  subject  to  a  ground- 
rent  of  13/.  13^.  5d.,  was  518/.  7s.,  and  the  value  of  s 
lease  of  premises  of  the  annual  value  of  9/.,  subject  to  i 
ground-rent  of  1/.  7rf.,  was  113/.  14^. 

There  was  also  the  evidence  of  Messrs.  Thornton, 
Eddison,  and  Bradley,  that  up  to  1858  tenant-right  pro- 
perties would  command  customers  at  prices  conunensurate 
with  the  bond  fide  value  thereof;  that  since  1858,  io 
consequence  of  the  stoppage  of  the  ancient  and  accus- 
tomed system  of  transfer,  such  property  has  become 
greatly  depreciated  in  value. 

At  page  13  of  this  batch  of  affidavits  (24th  October, 
1862)  forty-five  witnesses,  inhabitants  of  Huddersfield 
and  the  neighbourhood,  deposed  that  paragraphs  9  to  13 
and  paragraph  31  (inclusive)  stated  correctly  the  tenant- 
right  tenure  established  in  Huddersfield.  In  page  16 
other  witnesses  deposed  to  the  same  eifect. 

From  the  affidavits  filed  on  the  7th  December,  1863, 
it  appeared,  though  the  evidence  was  not  uniform  ontbe 
question,  that  the  rent  payable  on  the  lease  being  granted 
of  land  previously  taken  upon  the  tenant-right  tenon 
was  not  more  than  double.  The  plaintiff  Thornton,  in 
paragraph  2,  deposed  that  in  1853  he  received  intimatioD 
that  he  must  for  the  future  pay  his  rent  in  two  half 
yearly  payments.  J.  Frost  (page  14)  deposed  that  Joseph 
Brook  told  him  that  if  he  took  a  lease  he  should  have  to 
pay  more.     James  Brook  and  James  Sheard  (page  18) 
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deposed  that  the  understanding  at  Huddersfield  was  ^^  that 
tenant-right  holders  were  entitled  to  sixty  years,  renew- 
able if  they  chose  to  require  them,  but  in  such  case  the 
rents  would  in  general  be  higher,  and  they  would  have 
to  pay  for  the  leases  and  for  assignments  and  renewals ;" 
that  the  understanding  as  to  rent  or  increase  of  rent  in 
the  case  of  a  lease  being  taken  has  not  been  uniform. 
In  many  instances  the  understanding  has  been  that  the 
parties  could  have  a  lease  at  the  same  rent,  and  that  the 
costs  of  the  lease,  assignments,  and  renewals  was  the 
only   burthen  to  be  avoided.     In  another  instance  the 
increase  of  rent  has  been  held  out  and  understood  to  be 
as  small  as  from  l^cf.,  for  a  superficial  square  yard,  to  2d. 
In  no  instance  have  we  ever  heard  of  the  rent  on  lease 
being  held  out  to  be  more  than  double.     Michael  Mai- 
linson  (page  19)  deposed  it  was  not  the  general  under- 
standing that  the  tenant  who  held  parts  of  the  Kamsden 
estate  upon  tenant-right  tenure  was  liable  to  be  required 
to  pay  increased  rents  if  the  landlord  for  the  time  being 
should  think  fit  to  demand  such  increase.     W.   Lidster 
(page  32)  deposed  that  in  1849  he  obtained  a  sixty  years' 
renewable  lease  at  S^d,  per  foot,  dated  1st  May,  1849, 
to  take  effect  from   1st  April,  1847;   that  the  circum- 
stance of  his  obtaining  it  originated  entirely  with  Mr. 
Hathorn;    that    he   neither   expressed   nor   entertained 
the  desire  for  a   lease ;    that  "  as  respects  the  increase 
of    ground-rent   in   the   lease  by  the  trustees   referred 
to    in   paragraph   3    of   Hathorn's    aflSdavit  (filed    the 
25th  July,   1862,  page  52)  I   am  unable  to  offer  any 
explanation   other  than   that  I  did  not  enter  into  any 
negotiation  on  the  subject,  nor  did  I  ever  p^iy  any  such 
increased  rent,  nor  was  I  aware  that  any  increase  of  rent 
had  ever  been  charged.     Such  increase  was  entirely  the 
act  of  the  agent  of  the  trustees,  and  the  only  explanation 
I  can  give  is  that  such  increase  of  rent  must  have  been 
inserted  in  the  lease  in  order  to  increase  the  compensation 
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mouey  for  the  freehold  which  would  have  to  be  paid  bj 
the  railway  company  to  the  trustees."     Bernard  Kyne 
(page  42)  deposed  that  "  persons  about   to  build  on  the 
said  estate  on  the  tenant-right  tenure  ofVen  inquired  if 
they  would  be  safe  without  a  lease>  and  Joseph  Brook's 
invariable  reply  in  my   presence  was  *  You  are  as  safe 
without  a  lease ;  you  will  have  to  pay  less  rent ;  and  if  at 
any  time  you  think  proper  to  apply  for  a  lease  you  can 
have  one>  but  you  need  never  bother  about  a  lease^  for 
you  never  will  be  disturbed.' "     Harry  Booth,  solicitor, 
deposed  (page  49)  that  for  a  great  number  of  years."  the 
tenant-right  tenure  has  been  generally  preferred,  owiogi 
as  I  believe,  to  the  fact  that  the  tenant-right  rents  were 
generally  lower,  and  were  not  subjected  to  the  expense 
of  leases  and  of  assignments,  or  mortgages  thereof,  or  of 
fines  on  renewal."     This  witness  also  deposed  that  the 
taking  the  lease  subsequently  to  the  completion  of  the 
building  was  encouraged  by  the  agents  of  the  estate,  and 
never  objected  to,  and  at  page  50  he  deposed  "  that  the 
owners  of   leaseholds  on   the  estates,  according  to  mj 
knowledge  and  experience  of  the  said  system,  were  those 
who  had  actually  taken  such  leases  as  tenant-right  owners, 
who,  though  they  possessed  no  other  evidence  of  owner- 
ship than  being  entered  on  the  rent-books  at  Longlej 
Hall  in  the  usual  way  under  the  system  here,  neverthe- 
less were  entitled  to  a  lease  if  they  chose  to  require  it,  and 
on  such  terms  in  respect  of  rent  as  they  could  bargain  for, 
in  cases  where  no  leasing  rent  had  been  agreed  to,  and 
which  rent  was  invariably  understood  never  to  exceed 
double  the  rent  as  tenant-right."    John   Spurr  deposed 
(page  52)  "  that  it  was  part  of  the  system  that  tenant* 
right  holders,   or  holders   at  will,   as   they  have  beea 
variously  termed,  might  have,  and  I  know  that  some  of 
them  have  had,  sixty  years'  leases,  renewable  every  twenty 
years  for  ever,  upon  such  terms,  with  regard  to  rent,  as 
they  could  bargain  for  with  the  agents  of  the  estate,  hot 
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it  was  generally  understood  that  such  rent  would  be 
double  the  tenant-right  rent  unless  the  agents  either 
had  agreed  or  would  agree  for  a  less  rent."  Frederick 
Jones,  a  member  of  a  firm  of  solicitors  formerly  employed 
by  Sir  J.  Ramsden,  deposed  (page  53)  as  follows : — "  The 
system  of  tenant-right  was  shortly  this — If  land  were 
ofiered  to  a  man  for  building  at  2d.  per  yard  tenant-right, 
or  4d.  on  lease,  and  he  took  it  as  tenant-right,  he  could 
not  afterguards  be  forced  to  take  a  lease,  but  he  had  a 
right  to  require  one  if  he  chose  at  any  time  afterwards. 
The  allegation  that  he  must  elect  finally  when  he  had 
completed  his  building  is  a  new  suggestion.  I  never 
heard  of  it  until  the  affidavits  were  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant.  After  land  had  been  so  taken  as  tenant-right 
the  raising  of  the  rent  to  lease-rent  could  not  be  forced 
on  the  tenant.  If  a  plot  had  been  sold  as  tenant-right 
by  one  person,  and  another  person  desired  to  hold  that 
plot  as  leasehold,  the  practice  was  for  such  other  person, 
or  the  agents  for  the  estate,  to  negotiate  with  the  holder 
of  the  tenant-right  for  the  purchase  of  his  buildings,  and 
after  such  holder  was  compensated,  then  the  new  or  lease 
tenant  was  let  into  possession  of  the  plot  at  such  increased 
rent  as  he  might  have  bargained  for."  The  witness 
mentioned  several  instances,  and  (page  54)  he  deposed: 
**  It  was  generally  understood  that  such  rent  would  be 
double  the  tenant-right  unless  the  agents  had  agreed  or 
would  agree  for  a  less  rent."  In  an  affidavit  by  sixteen 
solicitors  of  the  neighbourhood  of  Huddersfield  (page  60) 
there  was  this  statement:  "It  was  generally  understood 
that  the  amount  of  rent  at  lease  would  not  be  more  than 
double  the  amount  of  rent  at  will,  according  to  the  best  of 
our  remembrance,  experience,  and  belief,  acquired  as  afore- 
said." William  Dransfield,  solicitor,  deposed  (page  61) 
**that  it  was  generally  understood  that  the  amount  of  rent 
at  lease  would  not  be  more  than  double  the  amount  of  rent 
at  will."     Thirteen  solicitors  or  solicitors'  clerks  (page 
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61)  deposed  to  the  same  effect.  At  page  64  fourteen 
solicitors  or  solicitors'  clerks  deposed  ^^that  it  was 
generally  understood  that  the  amount  of  rent  at  lease 
would  not  be  more  than  double  the  rent  at  will."  Wil- 
liam Dale  (page  81)  deposed  that  the  agent  told  witness 
if  he  would  have  a  lease  he  would  have  double  rent  to 
pay. 

The  answer  of  Sir  John  W.  Eamsden  to  the  original 
bill  filed  on  the  6th  June,  1862,  stated,  inter  alia^  in  para- 
graph  9,  that  previously  to  the  year    1816    Sir  John 
Ramsden  made  227  leases  of  hereditaments  in  the  town- 
ship  of  Huddersfield,  and  no  more :  one  was  a  mining 
lease,  and  two  leases  of  ground  only  without  covenants 
to  build,  eighty-six  of  the  leases  with  buildings  thereon, 
but  without  covenants  to  build,  on  two  of    which  were 
agreements  by  the  lessees  to  build  endorsed,  and  one  of 
which  had   a  provision   for  surrender.      The  remaining 
138  were  building  leases.    Of  the  227  leases,  the  mining 
lease  was  for  seven  years,  not  renewable,  at  a  fixed  rent; 
of  the  ground  leases,  one  was  for  sixty  years,  not  renew- 
able, at  a  2/.  rent,  the  other  for  twenty-onB   years,  not 
renewable,  at  60  Z.     One  of  the  building  leases  was  for 
forty  years,  not  renewable,  at  the  rent  of  1/.     The  remain- 
ing 223  leases  were  for  sixty  years  at  various  rents.  *     * 
*        *        *     In  each  of  these  223  leases  was  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  Sir  John  Ramsden  for  renewal  thereof  at 
the  end  of  the  first  twenty  years  on  request  or  notice  given 
within  a  stipulated  time  thereafter,  or  if  not  renewed  at 
the  end  of  the  first  twenty  years,  then  at  the  end  of  tke 
first  forty  years  on  request  or  notice  given  within  a  stipu- 
lated time  thereafter,  and  in  each  case  on  the  following 
payments: — Of  these  223  leases  (renewable  leases)  seven- 
teen are  renewable  of  one  year's  full  value  if  renewed  at 
the  expiration  of  the  first  twenty  years,  and  of  ten  years' 
full  value  if  renewed  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  fortv 
years.     The  remaining  206  arc  renewable  in  175  cases  of 
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two  years'  rent  if  renewed  at  the  expiration  of  the  first 
twenty  years,  and  of  ten  years'  rent  if  renewed  at  the  end 
of  the  first  forty  years,  and  in  the  remaining  thirty-one 
cases  on  payment  of  certain  fixed  sums  without  reference 
to  rent. 

In  paragraph  11  the  defendant  alleged  that  after  the  year 
1816  Sir  J.  Ramsden  made  sixty-nine  leases  of  such  heredi- 
taments for  sixty  years,  three  of  which  were  not  renewable. 
In  each  of  the  sixty-six  was  a  covenant  by  Sir  J.  Kamsden 
for  renewal  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  twenty  years,  on 
request  or  notice  given  within  a  stipulated  time  thereafter, 
or  if  not  renewed  at  the  end  of  the  first  twenty  years, 
then  at  the  end  of  the  first  forty  years  on  request  or  notice 
within   a  stipulated  time  thereafter.     Of  these  sixty-six 
leases  thirty-four  are  renewable  on  payment  of  fines,  to  be 
ascertained  or  calculated  with  reference  to  the  improved 
value  of  the  premises.     The  fines  payable  for  the  renewal 
of   twenty-three  of  the  remaining  thirty-two  leases  are 
Iwo  years'  rent  for  renewal  at  the  expiration  of  the  first 
twenty  years,  and  ten  years'  rent  for  renewal  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  first  forty  years,  and  in  the  remaining  nine 
leases  on  payment  of  certain  fixed  moneys  without  reference 
lo  the  rent.    In  the  14th  paragraph  the  defendant  alleged 
that  no  agreements  in  writing  were  after  the  year  1816 
entered  into  by  Sir  John  Kamsden^  or  his  agents,  but  that 
the  ground  was  marked  out  by  the  steward  or  agents,  that 
the  applicants  were  permitted  to  take  possession  on  the 
understanding  that  after  the  erection  of  buildings  to  the 
satisfaction   of  the  steward  leases  were  granted  in  the 
form  prescribed  by  the  Act  of  the  7  &  8  Vic.    The  answer 
alleged  that  there  must  have  been  a  distinct  agreement  as 
to  the  mode  in  which  the  fine  should  be  ascertained. 

The  19th  and  following  paragraphs  of  the  answer  raised 
the  defence  mainly  relied  on,  viz.,  that  there  were  tw^o 
systems  of  dealing,  one  in  which  the  tenant  built  without  a 
lease  on  expectation  of  a  lease  at  a  low  rent,  and  the  other 
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in  which  he  took  a  lease  at  a  higher  rent.     The  allegation 
was  as  follows : — 

Paragraph  19.  **  I  deny,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge, 
information,  and   belief,  that  the   so-called   tenant-right 
tenure  with  respect  to  the  Kamsden  estates  was  such  as 
in  the  bill  mentioned,  or  otherwise  than  as  herein  appears.  I 
believe  that  a  person  desirous  of  erecting  a  house  or  other 
building  applied  to  Mr.  Joseph  Brook,  but  not  otherwise 
to  the  agent  of  the  Bamsden  estates^  for  a  piece  of  ground 
such  as  such  person  required  for  his  building,  and  that  the 
piece  of  land  was  then  staked  out,  and  the  proposed  tenant 
was  allowed  to  take  possession  thereof,  subject  to  the  approfal 
of  the  agent,  but  that  the  same  was  not  otherwise  allotted 
or  made  over  to  such  person  by  the  agent  or  any  other 
person,  and  that  the  said  Mr.  Brook  fixed,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  agent,  the  annual  rent  to  be  paid  for  the 
piece  of  land,  and  that  such  person  then  took  possession 
thereof  and  erected  his  house  or  other  building  thereon; 
but  I  deny,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information,  and 
belief,   that  this  took  place  upon  the  understanding  or 
agreement  between  himself  and  such  agent  that  he  shodd 
have  a  lease  from  the  ground  landlord  of  a  piece  of  ground 
for  sixty  years,  renewable  every  twenty  years,  whenever 
such  person  might  think  fit  to  require  such  lease,  or  that 
such  person  should  never  be  disturbed  in  his  possession. 
I  believe  that  it  was  distinctly  understood  that  no  lease 
would  be  granted,  and  in  consideration  of  the  rent  being 
very  much  lower  than  the  rent  for  other  land  to  be  takes 
on  a  building  lease,  and  of  saving  the  renewal  fines,  and 
avoiding  the  expenses  of  a  lease,  many  persons  prefened 
to  build  without  having  a  lease  or  an  agreement  for  a 
lease,  and  took  the  land  subject  to  the  risk  of  being  dif- 
turbed  in  their  possession,  with  the  full  knowledge  thit 
they  were  liable  to  be  so  disturbed." 

In  the  latter  part  of  paragraph  20  the  defendant  SirX 
W.  Ramsden  said,  "  I  believe  that  persons  who  took  land 
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apon  the  so-called  tenant-right  tenure,  for  the  purpose 
>f  erecting  houses  or  buildings  thereon,  were  not  entitled 
to  require  leases,  and  did  not  contemplate  that  such 
leases  should  be  granted,  the  truth  being  that  by  the 
^-called  tenant-right  tenure,  while  on  the  one  hand 
the  tenant  paid  a  less  rent  and  saved  the  expense  and 
obligations  of  a  lease  and  the  payment  of  a  renewal 
Kne,  on  the  other  hand  he  became  subject,  as  he  well 
knew,  to  the  risk  of  being  disturbed  in  his  possession 
if  the  landlord  should  think  it  expedient  to  disturb  him." 
In  paragraph  26  he  denied  positively  for  himself,  and 
to  the  best  of  his  belief,  as  to  the  acts  of  the  trustee  and 
others^  that  the  said  Sir  J.  Ramsden,  or  his  agents, 
induced  the  inhabitants  of  Huddersfield  to  acquire  land, 
b  order  to  encourage  persons  to  erect  buildings  on 
the  £atnsden  estate  on  the  tenant-right  tenure,  or  that 
they  did  during  his  minority,  or  that  he  himself  did  subse- 
{aently,  encourage  and  foster  the  understanding  and 
relief  that  persons  taking  a  piece  of  land,  part  of  the 
lamsden  estate,  for  building  purposes  could  have  leases 
f  such  pieces  of  land  for  sixty  years,  renewable  every 
i^entj  years,  whenever  they  might  require  such  leases,  or 
hat  they  never  would  be  disturbed  in  their  possession,  or 
n  understanding  or  belief  to  any  such  or  the  like  effect* 
n  paragraph  32  he  denied  that  Joseph  Brook  was  in  any 
espect  the  duly  authorised  agent  of  the  Ramsden  estates, 
lat  alleged  that  Mr.  Bower  was  such  agent.  In  the  53rd 
laragraph  the  defendant  mentioned  several  instances  where 
enant^right  tenants  had  their  rent  raised  nearly  threefold. 
n  paragraph  54(a)  he  alleged  that  he  believed  there  was 
lot  one  case  in  which  a  plot  of  land  taken  in  the  lifetime  of 
5ir  J.  Ramsden  upon  the  tenant-right  tenure  was  afterwards 
leased  with  the  buildings  thereon  for  sixty  years,  renewable 
Bfvery  twenty  years ;  that  in  every  case  in  which  a  lease 
iras  granted  to  any  tenant  who  had  erected  buildings  on 
the  Ramsden  estate,  the  same  was  granted  in  pursuance 
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of  an  express  contract  or  promise  to  that  effect,  and  at 
a  higher  rent,  and  other  more  onerous  terms,  than  were 
required  from  those  who  took  the  land  on  what  was  called 
the  tenant-right  tenure;  that  during  the  defendant's 
minority  there  were  comparatively  few  cases  in  which 
such  tenures  were  convertible  into  leaseholds ;  and  that  aU 
the  leases  so  granted,  except  perhaps  one  or  two  which 
might  have  been  granted  inadvertently,  were  granted 
under  special  circumstances,  or  subject  to  special  condi- 
tions. Since  defendant  had  attained  his  majority  there 
had  been  but  three  such  cases. 

The  answer  then  set  forth  the  various  applications  made 
by  the  plaintiff  Thornton,  in  some  of  which  he  professed 
to  be  tenant  at  will  in  respect  of  the  properties  held 
by  him.  In  the  117th  paragraph  the  answer  referred 
to  the  case  of  Frederick  Swift,  one  of  the  tenants  oo 
the  tenant-right  tenure,  who  was  ejected  by  means  of  an 
action  in  ejectment  brought  against  him  by  Sir  J.W. 
Ramsden,  and  tried  at  the  Assizes,  in  March,  1858,  at 
York,  on  which  occasion  the  verdict  passed  was  for  the 
lessor. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendants  an  immense  mass  of 
evidence  was  adduced  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  tk 
custom  on  the  estate  was  not  uniform,  but  that  fbr  the 
most  part  special  bargains  were  entered  into  in  each  case. 
Evidence  also  was  adduced  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  there  were  two  modes  generally  adopted  in  the  creatioa 
of  tenures  on  the  estate — viz.,  one  in  which  the  tenant  wtf 
allowed  to  erect  buildings  on  a  plot  of  land  previoosif 
marked  out,  at  a  very  low  rent,  without  the  expensed 
obligations  of  a  lease,  but  being  a  mere  tenant  at  ivift 
and  liable  to  be  ejected  at  the  will  of  the  landlord; 
secondly,  that  in  which  the  house  was  erected  on  tk 
understanding  that  a  lease  should  be  granted  on  completios, 
in  which  case  the  rents  were  much  higher,  and  the  tenant 
was  bound  in  the  ordinary  way. 
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The  answer  also  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of 
fraud  and'  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
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>lainliflF.* 

The  evidence  had  clearly  established  that  the  plaintiflF 
rhornton  and  the  other  tenant-right  tenants  had  been 
nduced  to  expend  their  money  in  building  on  the  estate 
>n  the  distinct  and  uniform  representation  that  they  would 
lever  be  disturbed,  and  might,  whenever  they  required  it, 
lave  a  lease  for  sixty  years,  renewable  for  ever,  on  the 
astomary  terms.  If  this  was  the  result  of  the  evidence,  and 
i  could  not  be  disputed,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the 
nterference  of  this  Court,  either  by  a  decree  for  a  lease 
T  for  compensation.     This  was  clear  on  all  the  authorities. 

One  of  the  earliest  cases  laying  down  the  principle  on 
rhich  this  Court  acts  was  the  Earl  of  Oxford's  case  (a),  which 
Q  the  material  facts  very  much  resembled  the  present  one. 
rhere  the  Earl  of  Oxford  and  the  assignor  having  erected 
L30  houses,  the  college  obtained  judgment  at  law  on  the 
rroand  that  the  conveyance  to  the  Queen  by  the  college 
mder  the  Statute  13  Eliz.  was  void,  upon  which  Lord 
[)xford' filed  his  bill  in  chancery  and  obtained  an  injunction. 
Lord- Chancellor  Ellesmere  in  giving  judgment  said  : — 

•*  1.  The  law  of  God  speaks  for  the  plaintiff  (Deut. 
zxviii.  V.  3). 

**  2.  And  equity  and  good  conscience  speak  wholly  for 
bim. 

•*  3.  Nor  does  the  law  speak  against  him ;  but  that  and 
equity  ought  to  join  hand  in  hand  in  moderating  all  ex- 
tremities and  hardships.         *         *         When  a  judgment 


*  The  arguments  in  this  case  are  unavoidably  abridged. 
(a)  1  Chan.  Rep.  1 ;  s.s.  Leading  Cases  in  Equity,  v.  2,  504. 
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is  obtained  by  oppression,  wrong,  and  a  hard  conscience 
the  Chancellor  will  prostrate  and  set  it  aside,  not  for  anj 
error  or  defect  in  the  judgment^  but  for  the  hard  conacienee 
of  the  party. ^^ 

In  the  East  India  Company  v.  Vincent(a)  Lord  Hardwicke 
says,   "  There   are  several  instances   where  a  man  has 
suffered  another  to  go  on  with  building  on  his  ground  and 
not  set  up  a  right  till  afterwards^  when  he  was  all  the  time 
cognisant  of  his  right,  and  the  person  building  had  no 
notice   of  the  other's  right,  in  which  the   Court  would 
oblige  the   owner  of  the  ground  to  permit  the  person 
building  to  enjoy  it  quietly  and  without  disturbance."    In 
that  case  the  owner  merely  stood  by;    in  this  case  be 
encouraged  the  tenant  by  a  distinct  representation.   In 
Stiles  V.  Cooper  (A),  where  the  landlord,  being  remainder 
man  in  tail,  allowed  the  lessee  under  an  imperfect  lease(0 
to  build,  and  received  rent,  but  afterwards  brought  eject- 
ment, the  Court  directed  him  to  execute  a  valid  lease. 
Lord  Hardwicke  in  that  case  said,  "  Where  the  remainder 
man  lies  by  and  suffers  the  lessee  or  assignee  to  rebuild,  and 
does  not  deny  notice^  all  these  circumstances  together  will 
bind  him  from  controverting  the  lease  afterwards.''   In 
fact,  all  the  cases  went  ftirther  than  the  Court  was  asked  to 
do  here.     In  Dann  v.  Spurrier  {d)  Lord  Eldon  says,  "I 
fully  subscribe  to  the  doctrine  that  this  Court  will  not 
permit  a  man  knowingly,  though  but  passively,  to  encoon^ 
another  to  lay  out  money  under  an  erroneous  opinion  of 
title."     In   Gregory  v.  Mighell  («),  where  there  was  aa 
agreement  for  a  lease,  and  the  tenant  entered  witboot 
express  permission,  and  expended  money,  the  Court  decrtcd 
specific   performance  of  the  agreement.     In  the  preset 
case  both  the  possession  and  the  expenditure  were  in  ^ 


(a)  2  Atkin,  82.  (h)  3  Atkin,  692. 

{c)  The  lease  appears  not  to  have  been  pursuant  tothepovfl* 
contained  in  the  private  act. 

(d)  7  Ves.  230.  (e)  18  Vca.  828. 
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iplation  of  the  lessor  and  his  agents.     Shillibeer  v. 

(a)  was  almost  to  the  same  effect.  Pain  v. 
8  (J),  Surcome  v.  Pinniger  (c),  Powell  v.  Love* 
d\  and  Farrall  v.  Davenport  (e)  were  also  cited. 
on  V.  Bradstreet  (/),    WiUiama   v.    2%«  £ar/  o/ 

(^),  and  Dann  v.  Spurrier  (A)  were  cited  on  this 
uid  on  the  question  of  acquiescence.  On  the  question 
pensation  the  learned  counsel  contended  that  the 
ff  was  clearly  entitled  to  compensation.  In  Edlin 
taly{i)  the  Court  adjudged  that  where  a  man  igno* 
f  an  old  title  built  on  the  land  and  was  ejected  he 
.  hold  the  land  until  he  was  repaid  his  charges  in 

the  Unity  Joint^Stock  Mutual  Banking  Aaaociation 
i^(^),  where  a  father,  intending  to  make  over  certain 
it  a  future  time  to  his  sons^  but^  having  never  pro- 

or  bound  himself  to  do  so,  allowed  them  to  build 
n,  it  was  held  that  the  sons  had  a  lien  for  their  expen- 

on  the  premises.     See  also  the  Watercourse  case, 
V.  Taylor  {I) ;  and  Peterson  v.  Hickman{m)  was  also 
:hority  to  the  same  effect, 
^as  submitted,  therefore^  that,  both  as  to  the  land 

in  1837  and  1845,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled   to 
c  performance  of  the  agreement  that  they  were  to 
k  lease,  or  at  all  events  to  compensation, 
iras  suggested  in  the  answer  that  the  written  docu- 

described  the  plaintifis  as  tenants  at  will,  but  it  was 
.  by  the  evidence  that  these  documents,  which  were 
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I  De  G.  &  J.  34 ;  s.c.  3  S. 
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DeG.  M.  &G.  671. 
\  De  G.  M.  &  G.  357. 

Giff.  363. 
I  Sch.  &  L.  52. 
It.  &  P.  91. 
'  Ves.  230. 
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^. 


(t)  2  Lev.  152. 

\k)  25  Beav.  72. 

(I)  Eq.  Gas.  abridged,  part  2, 
page  522,  pi.  3. 

(wi)  Cited  in  Tudor'a  Leading 
Cases,  V.  2,  p.  519;  and  in  Re- 
ports in  Chancery,  part  1,  p.  3, 
but  no  reference  is  given  to  the 
report. 
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prepared  by  the  defendants,  were  inconsistent  with  the  real 
understanding  between  the  parties,  and  had  not  in  &et 
been  acted  on  by  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  signed 
them  without  having  their  attention  called  to  the  terms  of 
the  documents.  They  were  not,  therefore,  binding  on  the 
plaintifl^. 


The  Attorney- General^  Mr.  Bacon^  and  Mr.  Chapman 
Barber  for  the  defendants. 

The  evidence  showed  that  there  were  two  classes  of 
tenants  on  the  estate — one  who  were  mere  tenants  at  will, 
who  built  on  the  land  on  the  distinct  understanding  that 
there  was  to  be  no  lease,  that  they  were  to  be  spared 
the  expense  and  obligations  of  leases,  and  to  enjoy  their 
buildings  at  a  very  low,  in  some  cases  almost  a  nominaly 
rent,  but  were,  on  the  other  hand,  liable  to  be  disturbed 
by  their  landlord  if  he  should  think  fit  so  to  do,  though 
with  a  belief,  from  the  character  of  the  Ramsden  &miljt 
that  they  would  not  be  treated  harshly.  The  other  daas 
were  tenants  who  stipulated  for  leases,  with  all  their  ex- 
penses and  obligations,  and  at  higher  rents.  The  plain- 
tiffs' case  had  been  sought  to  be  sustained  by  applying  the 
evidence  relating  to  one  class  in  support  of  the  other. 
The  Act  of  1844  was  confined  to  cases  where  there  had 
been  a  distinct  stipulation  for  a  lease.  The  Act  of  1859 
was  designed  to  apply  to  those  cases  in  which  there  had 
been  no  previous  stipulation  for  a  lease,  but  where  pe^ 
sons  wished  to  build  at  a  specified  rent.  It  was  clear  that 
neither  Act  applied  to  the  case  of  tenants  at  will  at  a  fixed 
rent. 

The  evidence  showed  that  there  had  been  no  uniform 
system  on  the  Ramsden  estate,  but  that  each  case  depended 
on  the  special  agreement  entered  into.  The  plaintifTs  storjr 
was,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  improbable.  He  contended  that 
the  landlord,  by  his  agents,  had  entered  into  a  contract  that 
was  wholly  one-sided.     He  was   to  have  a  lease  if  he 
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bat  the  landlord  could  not  compel  him  to  take  one. 
intiiF  if  the  holding  deteriorated  in  value  might 
h  it,  but  the  landlord  could  derive  no  benefit  from 
*ovement  in  the  land.  Such  a  doctrine  was  quite 
ent  with  the  principle  acted  on  by  this  Court, 
had  been  cited  where  this  Court  relieved  against 
I  where  the  landowner  induced  others  to  expend 
ney  on  the  faith  of  some  promise  held  out  to  them, 
le  afterwards  violated.  All  the  cases  cited  on 
f  the  plaintiff  were  of  that  kind,  but  that  was  not 
.  The  case  nearest  to  this  in  fact  and  principle 
;  of  Pilling  v.  Armitage  (<a\  where  Sir  William 
istinguished  between  those  cases  where  there  had 

implied  contract  or  understanding  between  the 
.  and  tenant,  on  the  faith  of  which  the  tenant  ex- 
noney,  and  those  cases  where  the  tenant^  with  full 
ge  of  his  title,  expended  money  on  the  property  at 
risk.  In  Dann  v.  Spurrier  (b)  Lord  Eldon  laid 
e  same  principle,  and  pointed  out  that  the  cases  of 
ure  on  the  faith  of  representations  by  the  landlord 
ling  common  with  those  cases  where  a  tenant  at 
uainted  with  his  position,  laid  out  money  on  the  land 
any  contract  between  the  landlord  and  tenant  with 
e  to  such  expenditure. 

s  case  the  plaintiff's  own  evidence  showed  that  the 
it,  if  any,  which  the  so-called  tenant-right  holders 
.  lease  was  a  lease  on  terms  not  fixed  by  the  original 
,  but  to  be  agreed  on.  It  was  admitted,  for  ex- 
;hat  the  rent,  a  most  material  consideration  in 
e,  was  to  be  increased. 

plaintiffs  relied  on  the  cases  in  which  compensation 
i  to  the  tenant  for  land  required  to  be  taken  ;  but 
lese  cases  it  was  proved  that  the  tenant  had  no 

of  right  to  the  compensation,  but  received  it  only 
e  of  the  landlord's  permission. 

».  78 ;  B.C.  2  Leading  Cas.  Eq.  520.     (b)  7  Ves.  230—235. 
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Then  it  was  said  that  even  if  there  were  no  contract  by 

the  landlord  to  grant  leases  on  the  terms  mentioned  in  the 

will,  still,  the  tenants  having  expended  their  money  on  the 

faith  of  representations  made  by  the  agents,  the  landlord 

was  bound ;  but  in  Pilling  v.  Armitage  there  were  the  same 

kinds  of  representations,  but  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  Grant 

in  that  case  that  they  did  not  constitute   any  contract 

between  the  landowner  and  the  tenant.     But  further,  Brook 

was  not  the  agent  of  the  landlord,  but  was  merely  a  person 

employed  by  the  agent  Bower,  without  authority  to  make 

any  representation  or  enter  into  any  agreement  suflBcient 

to  bind  the  landlord,  unless  his  acts  were  ratified  by  Bower 

(which  they  never  were),  to  whom  alone  the  landlord  had 

given  authority  to  enter  into  any  contract  on  his  behalf. 

On  the  whole  of  the  evidence  the  plaintiffs'  case  failed. 
It  was  incumbent  on  them  to  prove  the  alleged  custom  on 
the  estate,  and  they  had  been  unable  to  adduce  a  single 
instance  in  which  a  fine  had  been  paid  on  the  renewal  of 
a  single  lease  of  the  kind  claimed  by  this  bill.  They  had 
failed  to  show  with  sufficient  precision  what  were  the  terms 
or  what  was  the  rent  comprised  in  the  lease  to  which  they 
claimed  to  be  entitled.  They  had  failed  to  show  any  con- 
tract such  as  was  alleged  by  the  bill  between  Thornton 
and  his  landlord,  and  it  was  submitted  the  bill  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs.  The  following  cases  were  also  cited:— 
Clayton  v.  Blakey  {a)  was  cited  as  to  a  yearly  tenancy, 
Blore  V.  Sutton  (J)\  Morgan  v.  Milman  (c),  Allan  v. 
Bower  (d),  and  Boardman  v.  Mostyn  (tf). 


Mr.  Malins  was  not  called  on  to  reply :  His  Hononr 
stating  that  if  he  thought  it  necessary  he  would  hereafter 
hear  the  reply. 


(a)  8  T.  R.  3.  (d)  3  B.  C.  C.  149. 

(b)  3  Merivale,  237.  (e)  6  Vea.  467. 

(c)  10  Hare,  279 ;  s.c.  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  24. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor  : — 

The  large  town  of  Huddersfield  is  for  the  most  part 
built  upon  land  of  which  the  late  Sir  John  Ramsden  was 
tenant  in  fee  simple.  From  the  year  1816  and  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death  there  was  an  extraordinary  system  or 
manner  of  dealing  with  his  land  in  the  township  of  Hud- 
dersfield for  the  purpose  of  building.  No  agreement  in 
writing  was  entered  into  with  persons  desirous  of  taking 
land  for  the  purpose  of  building,  nor  were  leases  granted 
to  such  persons  before  the  erection  by  them  of  the  houses 
or  buildings  on  the  land.  All  that  was  done  was  that  the 
person  desirous  of  taking  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
building  made  application  to  Sir  John  Ramsden's  steward 
or  agent,  who  fixed  a  ground-rent  proportioned  to  the  super- 
ficial measurement,  and  thereupon  the  person  was  let  into 
possession,  upon  the  understanding  or  agreement  that  after 
the  erection  of  buildings  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  steward 
or  agent  a  lease  would  be  granted  according  to  the  usual 
firom  of  building  leases  on  the  estate. 

In  the  year  1837  the  plaintiff  Thornton  applied  in 
this  manner  for  the  first  piece  of  land  in  question  in 
this  cause  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  dwellinghouse 
upon  it  and  laying  out  a  garden  and  pleasure  ground. 
His  application  was  communicated  by  the  agent  to  the 
steward,  and  the  steward,  upon  inspection,  approved 
of  the  plan,  had  the  ground  staked  out  and  measured, 
and  a  ground-rent  fixed.  The  plaintiff  Thornton  was 
thereupon  let  into  possession,  and  proceeded  to  erect  the 
proposed  dwellinghouse,  and  has  expended  thereon  the 
sum  of  1850^  He  has  ever  since  continued  in  the  pos- 
session and  enjoyment  of  the  land  and  building  thus  erected 
by  him,  duly  paying  the  ground-rent. 

Sir  John  Ramsden  died  in  the  year  1839.  Under  his 
will  Sir  John  William  Ramsden,  one  of  the  defendants  in 
this  cause,  is  tenant  for  life  of  the  land  in  question.  The 
will  contains  a  power  of  granting  building  leases,  not  only 
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for  the  ordinary  term  of  ninety-nine  years^  but  also  io 
these  words — **  Or  upon  such  and  the  same  or  the  like 
terms  as  those  upon  which  leases  already  granted  by  the 
testator  of  parts  of  the  estate  had  then  been  granted^  and 
to  renew  any  existing  leases  upon  the  then  present  system/* 

This  power  of  granting  building  leases  was  exercisable  by 
the  tenant  for  life,  or^  if  not  of  full  age,  by  his  guardians. 

In  the  year  1845  the  plaintiflF  Thornton,  during  the 
minority  of  the  present  tenant  for  life,  applied  to  the 
guardians  for  and  obtained  an  additional  piece  of  ground, 
adjoining  that  of  which  he  was  in  possession,  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  some  additional  buildings.  As  to  this, 
also,  his  plan  was  approved,  the  ground  measured,  a  ground- 
rent  fixed,  and  he  was  let  into  possession,  and  expended  a 
considerable  sum  of  money  in  the  erection  of  additional 
buildings. 

It  appears  that  many  other  persons  have  erected  build- 
ings in  the  township  of  Huddersfield  under  similar  circum- 
stances. Disputes  have  arisen  as  to  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  Thornton  and  those  other  persons  to  have  leases 
granted  to  them;  and  after  much  negotiation,  and  the 
rejection  of  the  terms  offered,  the  defendant  Sir  John 
William  Ramsden,  now  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  con- 
sidering that  his  offers  were  reasonable,  and  that  thejr 
were  unjustifiably  rejected,  has  resolved  to  submit  the 
question  for  decision  by  the  proper  tribunal. 

For  this  purpose  he  has  served  a  notice  to  quit,  fcnr  the 
avowed  purpose  of  bringing  an  action  of  ejectment  against 
the  plaintiff  Thornton.  The  present  suit  is  instituted  ta 
restrain  the  proceedings  in  ejectment,  and  the  bill  prajs 
a  declaration  of  his  right  to  have  a  lease  granted  to  him, 
or,  in  the  alternative,  for  repayment  of  the  moneys  ex- 
pended in  erecting  the  buildings,  and  a  lienonthepropertjf 
until  he  is  compensated. 

By  his  answer,  the  defendant  Sir  John  William  Ramsden 
says  he  is  advised  that  the  plaintiff  Thornton  was  originally, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


571 


legally,  and  equitably  only  a  tenant  at  will,  or  from  year 
to  year.  He  denies  that  the  plaintiff  Thornton  has  any 
legal  or  equitable  right  to  the  property.  Moreover,  he 
states  expressly  that  he  intends,  unless  prevented  by  the 
Court,  to  eommence  and  prosecute  the  action,  and,  if  he 
should  be  so  advised,  to  turn  the  plaintiff  out  of  possession 
of  the  property. 

This  Court  has  gone  very  far  in  many  cases  to  protect 
the  possession  of  a  tenant  who  has  in  good  faith  expended 
money  on  land  in  a  reasonable  confidence  that  his  posses- 
sion would  not  be  disturbed. 

Where  land  is  let  and  taken  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
building,  the  tenancy  at  a  fixed  rent  being  created,  but  the 
term  of  years  not  fixed,  this  Court  never  would  presume 
that  the  landlord  had  a  right  to  take  the  immediate  posses- 
sion and  enjoyment  of  the  building,  without  any  compensa- 
tion, as  soon  as  the  tenant  had  expended  his  money  upon 
it.  Unless  on  the  clearest  evidence  of  an  express  contract 
that  the  landlord  should  have  that  right,  it  probably  would 
not  be  recognised* 

In  the  present  case  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  an 
understanding  or  agreement  that  the  possession  of  the 
tenant  should  not  be  disturbed.  It  is  distinctly  sworn  by 
the  plaintiff  that  when  Joseph  Brook,  the  agent  of  Sir 
John  Ramsden,  came  to  inspect  the  buildings,  and  when 
the  plaintiff  talked  about  a  lease,  Brook  stated  that  it 
would  be  folly  for  him  to  have  a  lease  when  "  he  was 
equally  safe  and  secure  without  a  lease  as  with  one,  and 
that  he  could  get  a  lease  whenever  he  wanted  one.*' 

This  Brook  is  the  same  person  who  was  examined  before 
the  committee  of  the  House  of  Lords  to  prove  the 
preamble  of  the  Act  of  1844  as  to  the  usage  on  the  estate 
as  to  letting  land  for  building  without  granting  leases. 

This  Act  of  1844  greatly  removes  the  difficulties  in  the 
piaintifis'  case.  It  recites  that  by  reason  and  on  the  faith 
of  the  uniformity  of  the  system,  and  the  fulfilment  by  Sir 
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John  Ramsden  of  the  expectations  or  promises  raised 
or  given  by  his  steward  or  agent,  many  persons  were 
induced  to  erect  houses  or  buildings  without  written  agree- 
ments, and  without  specification  of,  or  reference  to,  the 
terms  or  conditions  of  such  leases,  except,  as  before  men- 
tioned, on  the  faith  of  leases  being  granted  according  to 
the  system  aforesaid.  Ther^  is  also  a  recital  of  the  diffi- 
culties which  had  arisen  as  to  the  powers  to  grant  leases 
to  persons  who  had  applied  for  and  taken  land,  and  erected 
buildings  thereon,  on  the  faith  of  leases  being  granted  to 
them  according  to  the  system  before  mentioned,  and  that 
it  would  be  greatly  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  interested 
under  the  limitations  in  Sir  John  Bamsden's  will  if  power 
were  given  to  grant  leases  to  persons  who  had  taken  land 
and  erected  buildings  on  the  &ith  of  the  system. 

The  Act  accordingly  gives  power  to  the  guardians  of  the 
present  baronet  during  his  minority,  and  to  himself  on  his 
attaining  twenty-one,  to  grant  to  such  persons  leases 
according  to  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Act. 

A  great  mass  of  evidence  has  been  given  in  this  canse 
as  to  the  way  in  which  various  tenants  on  the  estate  were 
dealt  with.  It  has  been  argued  that  the  plaintiff  ThomtoH 
is  one  of  a  large  class  of  tenants  who  took  only  as  tenants 
at  will,  and  were  entered  on  the  book  as  tenants  at  will, 
and  that  the  other  class  entitled  to  leases  were  so  entered 
in  the  rental  books.  But,  upon  the  result  of  the  evi- 
dence it  is  clear  that  the  words  "tenant  at  will"  were 
used  merely  to  distinguish  the  more  numerous  class  who 
had  not  actually  obtained  their  leases.  Alexander  Ba- 
thorn,  who  acted  as  resident  agent  on  the  estate  during  the 
minority  of  the  present  tenant  for  life,  states  that  the 
persijns  who  took  lands  and  erected  buildings  without  anj 
lease  generally  hoped  and  expected  that  they  would  not  be 
disturbed. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  agents  of  Sir  John 
llamsden,  and  of  the  guardians  during  the  minority  of  the 
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esent  tenant  for  life,  systematically  discouraged  the 
•plications  for  leases  after  buildings  were  erected,  by 
presentations  that  the  rent  would  be  doubled,  and  that 
e  lease  would  be  expensive. 

The  evidence  affords  only  two  instances'  in  which,  when 
lease  was  granted  to  a  person  who  had  held  for  several 
ars  as  tenant  at  will,  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease  was 
>t  increased.  Whatever  diflBculty  may  be  occasioned  by 
e  evidence  that  the  rent  was  increased  when  the  lease 
eis  granted,  the  Act  of  Parliament  of  1844  certainly  in- 
nded  to  obviate  this  difficulty,  for  the  preamble  expressly 
fers  to  the  cases  of  no  written  agreement  and  no  specifi- 
ktion  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  lease  as  cases  to 
>me  within  the  benefit  of  the  Act. 

It  seems  clearly  enough  established,  on  the  result  of  the 
ddence,  that  the  usual  course  in  granting  leases  was  that 
16  rent  should  be  doubled.  One  witness  (William  Moore) 
lys  that  Brook,  the  agent,  used  to  say  that  the  rent  would 
3  three  times  less  if  the  land  were  taken  without  lease ; 
it  this  is  not  consistent  with  the  great  body  of  evidence, 
nd  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  a  lease  under  the  Act 
r  1844,  the  rent  to  be  reserved  upon  it  ought,  according 
I  the  evidence,  to  be  double  the  amount  which  he  has 
itherto  paid. 

As  to  the  argument  founded  on  the  terms  of  his  appli- 
eition  in  1845  for  the  additional  piece  of  ground,  it  seems 
)  me  to  have  no  just  foundation.  The  words  of  that 
pplication  were  dictated  by  the  agents  of  the  guardians, 
nd  were  wholly  unwarranted  by  the  leasing  powers  of 
lie  will,  or  by  the  Act  of  Parliament.  There  seems 
othing  to  justify  them  in  granting  a  building  lease,  at 
all  or  from  year  to  year,  without  any  covenants  to  protect 
he  inheritance.  And  upon  the  evidence  of  the  trans- 
ition in  1845  it  must  be  taken  that  it  was  on  the  same 
boting  as  the  original  tenancy  created  in  1837. 

Whatever  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  are,  there  seems  no 
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ground  for  holding  that  they  are  affected  by  the  evidence 
as  to  the  mode  of  dealing  with  some  particular  tenants. 
His  case  is  the  same  with  that  of  the  great  body  of  tenants 
described  in  the  Act  of  1844,  who  have  built  without 
having  leases^  without  any  written  agreement  for  a  lease, 
without  the  specification  of  the  terms  or  conditions  of  the 
lease  according  to  the  system  recited  in  that  Act  of  Pa^ 
liament. 

As  to  the  Act  of  1859,  as  its  provisions  are  not  com- 
pulsory^ and  as  all  the  negotiations  with  the  plaintiff  under 
it  entirely  failed,  it  seems  to  have  no  material  bearing  on 
the  real  question  in  this  cause,  and  is  only  part  of  the 
history  of  the  unfortunate  attempt  of  the  present  tensnt 
for  life  and  his  agent  to  settle  the  existing  disputes. 

Great  stress  was  laid  by  the  defendants'  counsel  on 
the  case  of  Pilling  v.  Armitage  (a),  which  they  insist  is 
exactly  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

As  the  sole  purpose  and  object  of  the  creation  of  the 
plaintiff's  tenancy  under  Sir  John  Ramsden  was  theexpoi- 
diture  of  money  on  buildings  and  it  is  the  case  of  a  boildiog 
lease,  the  grounds  of  the  decision  in  Pilling  v.  Amdiaf 
are  entirely  wide  of  the  present  question.  The  reasoning 
of  Sir  W.  Grant  is  clear  and  convincing.  He  says  (p.84)t 
'^  If  you  disconnect  the  improvements  from  any  specific 
engagement  upon  the  faith  of  which  they  were  made,  it  ia 
very  diflScult  to  give  the  plaintiffs  the  benefiit  of  these  io- 
provements."  Here  there  is  the  converse  case.  Here  the 
engagement  to  create  a  tenancy  was  for  the  express  purpose 
of  the  expenditure  in  building. 

Indeed,  in  the  last  paragraph  of  his  judgment  Sir  W. 
Grant  puts  the  case  of  a  landlord  who  enters  into  an  agree- 
ment relative  to  improvements,  and  who  advances  pari  of 
the  money,  implying,  and  only  implying,  that  the  other 
part  is  to  be  advanced  by  the  tenant.  Even  in  such  a  case 
he  says  he  doubts  whether  that  does  not  fasten  an  eqoitf 

(a)  12  Ves.  78. 
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le  landlord,  precluding  him,  when  these  improve- 
are  made  under  his  authority,  from  saying  there  is 
.  of  the  lease.  How  much  stronger  is  the  case 
a  landlord  who  lets  the  land  for  the  express  purpose 
3  tenant  may  expend  money  in  building  upon  it ! 
eat  part  of  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  defendants 
•plicable  only  to  a  case  of  specific  performance, 
not  a  case  of  specific  performance,  and  the  bill  does 
ly  relief  on  that  footing.  If  it  came  within  that 
e  there  would  have  been  force  in  the  argument, 
i  on  the  evidence,  that  where  leases  are  granted 
nts  in  the  same  situation  with  the  plaintifi^,  the  rent 
d  by  the  lease  was  always  higher  than  that  on  which 
>und  was  originally  taken^  and  which  had  been  paid 

the  tenancy  after  the  erection  of  buildings.  Rent 
iterial  part  of  the  contract  for  a  lease.  Where  the 
t  of  rent  reserved  by  the  lease  is  difierent  from  that 
had  been  reserved  and  paid  on  the  original  tenancy 
ir  to  argue  that  there  must  be  a  new  contract. 
,  inasmuch  as  this  case  stands  on  an  equity  much 

and  more  positive  than  the  discretionary  and 
ry  equitable  jurisdiction  for  specific  performance, 
^ument  founded  on  the  difference  of  rent  loses  all 
se.  It  has  been  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the 
ctions  with  the  plaintiff  in  1837  and  1845  were  the 
►n  of  a  tenancy  for  the  purpose  of  building  according 
mode  of  dealing  recited  in  the  Act  of  1 844.  The 
.fis  are  entitled^  I  think^  to  have  a  lease  granted  accord- 
the  form  prescribed  by  that  Act,  and  the  rent  to  be 
}d  in  the  lease  must^  according  to  what  was  usual  on 
bate,  be  double  the  amount  hitherto  paid.  The  right 
alternative  relief  prayed  in  the  shape  of  compensa- 
is  not  been  discussed.  Both  plaintiffs  and  defendants 
:o  prefer  a  lease  if  the  decree  is  to  be  in  the  plaintiff's 
.  Therefore,  there  must  be  a  decree  to  that  effect 
le  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
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The  Attorney 'Oener ah — It  would  be  well  to  know 
whether  the  rent  payable  under  the  lease  is  to  be  a  rent 
running  back  from  the  years  1837  and  1845  respectively, 
or  to  commence  only  from  the  present  time,  and  what  fine 
is  to  be  payable  at  the  end  of  forty  years^  for  no  fine  has 
been  paid  at  the  expiration  of  twenty  years  from  1837. 


The  Vioe-Chancellob.  —  The  double  rent  will  only 
be  payable  from  the  date  of  the  lease,  up  to  which  time 
the  old  rent  only  will   be   payable.     With  regard  to  the 
fine,  that  will  be  a  matter  for  consideration  in  chambers 
when  the  lease  comes  to  be  settled. 


I*" 
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Feb,  29  to 
May!, 
during  33 
d&vs  ^^ 
YOUNG  V.  FERNIE.  Judgment 

May  26. 

[S   bill   was  filed   by   the   plaintiffs,   manufacturing   inventions  in 
ists,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  injunction  to  ^^oteT/^*'® 
lin   the  defendants,  during  the  continuance  of   the  different  from 

inventions  in 

s  patent  dated  the  17th  October,  1850,  from  manu-  economical 
ring,  selling,  or  exposing  for  sale  any  paraffine  oil,  the^aws^an^ 
mtainine:  paraflSne,  or  paraffine  made  according  to  the  operations  of 

°  *  ^  °  mechanical 

ition  or  specification  of  the  plaintiff  James  Young,  or  powers  differ 

/.  1        •  /•       1  •  t  A  from  the  laws 

3  manufacture  or  production  of  which  any  part  of  of  chemical 
aid  invention  is  used,  and    from  in  any  manner  in-  the^res^ults  of 
ng   the   rights  and  privileges   granted  by  the  said  analysis  in  the 

it.  infant  science 

e  bill  also  prayed  for  an  account  and  the  consequent  ^ith  us  * 

'  boundlesn 

field  of  undis- 

e  bill  stated  that  by  letters  patent  dated  the  17th  covered  laws 

)er,  1850,  Her  Majesty  granted  to  James  Young  the  stances. 

sive  right  for  England  and  the  colonies  to  use  his  for^^'lrior^to" 

tion  of  "  Improvements  in  the  treatment  of  certain  ^^®  ^»^e  of  an 

*  inventor's 

linous  mineral  substances  and  matters,  or  products  patent  some- 

from,"  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years  from  the  date  necessary  for 

of,  with  a  proviso  in  the  ordinary  form  that  within  six  ^^®  J!*®[?*     . 

hs  the  specification  should  be  filed.  a  chemical 

UlSCOVPl*V  TOP 

e  specification  described  the  process  as  follows: —         manufac- 
ly   said   invention  consists  in   treating   bituminous  purooses 
in  such  manner  as  to  obtain  therefrom  an  oil  con-  f<?™ained  to 

be  discovered, 

ig  paraffine  (which  I  call  paraffine  oil),  and  from  which  the 
I  oil  I  obtain  paraffine.  The  coals  which  I  deem  to  invention 
5t  fitted  for  this  purpose  are  such  as  are  usually  called  ^^j^^l^^ 

the  roanufac- 
ith  the  materials  and  process  in  the  specification,  was  a  "  new  manufacture  not  in 
t  the  date  of  the  patent. 

law  recognises  the  right  of  an  inventor  who  finds  out  and  supplies  for  commercial 
es  an  article  known  previously  only  as  a  chemical  curiosity. 
Court  looks  with  distrust  on  experiments  conducted  with  a  view  to  iitigatiou. 
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parrot  coal,  caimel  coal,  and  gas  coal,  and  which  are  muck 
used  in  the  manufacture  of  gas  for  the  purpose  of  illami- 
nation,  because  they  yield  upon  distillation  at  a  high 
temperature  defiant  and  other  highly  illuminating  gua 
in  considerable  quantity ;  and  although  some  coals  last 
described  contain  a  large  amount  of  earthy  matters,  those 
matters  do  not  interfere  materially  with  the  performance 
of  my  process.  To  obtain  paraffine  oil  from  coals  I  pro- 
ceed as  follows : — The  coals  are  to  be  broken  into  smaO 
pieces  of  about  the  size  of  a  hen's  egg^  or  less,  for  the 
purpose  of  facilitating  the  operation*  The  coal  is  then  to 
be  put  into  a  common  gas  retort,  to  which  is  attached  a 
worm-pipe,  passing  through  a  refrigerator,  and  kept  at  a 
temperature  of  about  55^  of  Fahrenheit's  thermometer  by 
a  stream  of  cold  water.  The  temperature  of  the  refrige- 
rator should  not  be  made  too  low,  lest  the  product  of  the 
distillation  should  congeal  and  stop  up  the  pipe^  and  I  find 
that  a  temperature  of  about  55^  Fahrenheit  is  sufficient 
The  retort,  being  closed  in  the  usual  manner,  is  then  to  be 
gradually  heated  up  to  a  low  red  heat,  at  which  it  is  to  be 
kept  until  volatile  products  cease  to  come  off.  Care  must 
be  taken  to  keep  the  temperature  of  the  retort  from  risii^ 
above  that  of  a  low  red  heat^  so  as  to  prevent  as  much  as 
possible  the  desired  products  of  the  process  being  con- 
verted into  permanent  gas.  The  coke  or  residue  may 
then  be  withdrawn  from  the  retort,  which,  being  allowed 
to  cool  down  below  a  visible  red  heat  (to  prevent  waste  of 
the  fresh  material  to  be  introduced),  may  be  again  charged 
with  a  quantity  of  coals,  to  be  treated  in  like  manner  as  I 
have  described.  The  crude  parafhne  oil  distilled  or  driyen 
off  from  the  coals  as  a  vapour  will  be  condensed  into  a 
liquid  in  passing  through  the  cold  worm-pipe,  from  which 
it  will  fall  into  a  vessel  which  must  be  provided  to  receive 
it.  Instead  of  obtaining  the  whole  of  the  paraffine  oil  bf 
distillation  or  driving  off,  as  just  described,  a  portion  of  it 
may  in  some  cases,  if  thought  desirable,  be  run  from  the 
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tort  through  an  opening  and  a  pipe  to  be  provided  in  i®^- 
e  anterior  and  lower  part  of  the  retort  for  that  purpose  Yoono 
ber  it  has  separated  from  the  coal  and  assumed  a  liquid  fernib. 
rm.  I  prefer,  however,  in  every  case  to  distil  or  drive 
r  the  whole  of  the  paraffine  oil  to  be  obtained  from  the 
al.  The  production  of  the  desired  products  from  a 
arge  of  coals  in  a  retort  will  be  known  to  be  finished  by 
e  liquid  ceasing  to  run  from  the  worm.  The  crude 
oduct  of  this  process  is  an  oil  containing  paraffine^ 
lich,  as  I  have  already  stated,  I  call  parafHne  oil.  This 
L  will  sometimes,  upon  cooling  to  a  temperature  of  about 
•^  Fahrenheit,  deposit  paraffine.  Other  arrangements  of 
•paratus  may  be  used  for  subjecting  coals  to  the  process 
r  obtaining  paraffine  oil  therefrom,  as  I  have  described  ; 
it  I  prefer  to  use  the  apparatus  above  mentioned,  as 
ring  well-known  and  easily  managed.  But  in  order  to 
itain  the  largest  quantity  of  crude  paraffine  oil  from 
*als  by  means  of  this  process,  and  produce  the  smallest 
lantity  of  permanent  gas  by  the  action  of  the  heat 
aployed,  whatever  may  be  the  apparatus  used,  care  must 
^  taken  to  heat  the  coals  gradually,  and  to  apply  the 
west  temperature  necessary  to  complete  the  operation, 
aring  the  distillation  or  driving  off,  which  I  have 
iscribedy  a  permanent  gas  will  be  produced,  and  this  gas 
ay  either  be  collected  or  suffered  to  escape  as  may  be 
ought  expedient." 

The  specification  then  set  out  a  process  for  purifying  the 
ade  oil,  and  to  extract  paraffine  from  the  purified  paraf- 
le  oil,  and  concluded  with  the  following  statement : — 
•*  Having  thus  described  the  nature  of  my  own  invention, 
id  the  best  means  with  which  I  am  acquainted  for  per- 
rming  the  same,  I  hereby  declare  that  I  claim  as  my 
vention  the  obtaining  paraffine  oil,  or  an  oil  containing 
iraffine,  from  bituminous  coals  by  heating  them  in  the 
anner  hereinbefore  described." 
On  the  7th  October,  1850,  and  the  1st  February,  1851, 
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1864.        patents  were  obtained  for  the  same  discovery  for  Ireland 
YocNo       A^d  Scotland. 

The  bill  stated  briefly  that  the  paraffine  oil  was  exhibited 
among  the  chemical   contributions  at  the  Exhibition  of 
1851,  that  certain  proceedings  were  taken  by  the  plaintiff 
to  restrain  the  infringement  of  his  patent;  and  in  particalar 
an  action  in  the  Court  of  Session  against  the  Clydesdale 
Company,  which  was  ultimately  settled  by  a  payment  to 
the  plaintiff  by  the  Clydesdale  Company.     The  bill  then 
stated  the  circumstances  under  which  the  plaintiff  had 
ascertained  that  the  defendants^  at  their  works  at  Leeswood 
and    Saltney,   were   infringing  the   plaintiff's  patent  by 
manufacturing  parafiine  and  paraffine  oil  according  to  the 
plaintiff's  process  out  of  cannel  coal.   This  bill  was  subse 
quently  filed. 

The  defence  to  the  bill  set  up  by  the  defendant  Fernie 
and  the  others  in  their  several  answers  was  as  follows:— 

First.  I  have  not  infringed  the  said  patent  of  the  plaintiff 
Young,  the  process  of  manufacture  adopted  and  used  If 
me  being  substantially  and  essentially  different  from  that 
described  in  the  specification  of  the  said  plaintiff. 

Secondly.  The  said  letters  patent  are  invalid  for  want 
of  novelty. 

Thirdly.  The  said  letters  patent  are  invalid  because  tbe 
specification  filed  by  the  plaintiff  Young  is  untrue,  no- 
certain,  insufficient,  and  framed  so  as  to  mislead. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff,  having, 
on  the  suggestion  of  Dr.  L.  Playfair,  taken  a  lease  of » 
petroleum  spring  in  Derbyshire,  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  petroleum  was  the  result  of  a  natural  distilladoi 
of  bituminous  substances  by  the  heat  of  the  earth,  cob* 
densed  through  the  sandstone  formation.  He  immediatelj 
commenced  a  series  of  experiments  during  two  years  upon 
bituminous  coal,  and  on  the  17th  December,  1850,  applied 
for  his  patent  for  obtaining  parafiine  and  paraffine  oil  from 
parrot  coal,  cannel  coal,  and  gas  coal,  and  shortly  after- 
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established  his  manufactory,  which  became  sub- 
itly  very  extensive.  The  fair  result  of  the  evidence 
d  to  be  that  the  plaintiff  by  his  process  was  the 
^ho  produced  paraffine  in  such  quantities  as  made 
imercially  a  profitable  manufacture.  Paraffine  was 
iscovered  by  Dr.  Reichenbach  in  1830,  and  was  first 
ed  from  beechwood  tar.  What  first  attracted  the 
1  attention  of  chemists  was^  that  paraffine,  though  a 
solid  substance,  was  composed  of  exactly  the  same 
its,  in  exactly  the  same  proportion,  as  defiant  gas. 
;  in  fact  solidified  gas.  and  is  formed  by  one  equiva- 
r  combination  of  hydrogen  to  six  of  carbon.  It 
^en  supposed  by  some  persons  that  paraffine  might 
ained  from  certain  schists,  but  the  plaintiff's  experi- 
led  him  to  conclude  that  the  proper  materials  for  the 
!t  were  the  cannel  and  highly  bituminous  coals.  The 
s  of  dry  distillation  of  coal  had  been  carried  on 
usly  to  Mr.  Young's  discoveries  (mainly  for  the 
acture  of  gas)^  but  it  had  been  carried  on  at  a  high 
I  of  white  or  red  heat,  by  means  of  which  gas  and  tar 
reduced.  Coal  tar  contains  four  different  elements — 
',  which  has  one  park  hydrogen  to  eighteen  carbon ; 
laline^  which  contains  one  part  hydrogen  to  sixteen 
larbon  ;  benzole^  one  part  hydrogen  to  twelve  carbon; 
mole,  one  part  hydrogen  to  nine  carbon.  All  these 
nces  contain  such  a  proportion  of  carbon  over  paraf- 
lat  they  are  unfit  for  illuminating  purposes.  The 
}\e  of  the  plaintiff's  discovery  was  the  degree  of  heat 
2h  his  distillation  was  carried  on.  The  heat  which  by 
periments  he  ascertained  to  be  proper  for  producing 
ne  was  a  low  red  heat  which  was  visible  in  the  dark, 
heat  be  increased,  the  quantity  of  paraffine  is  dimi- 
,  while  the  quantities  of  gas  and  tar  become  increased, 
iras  substantially  the  process  patented,  and  the  plain- 
icribed  it  as  improvements  in  the  treatment  of  certain 
nous  mineral  substances  and  in  obtaining  products 
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therefrom.    What  he  claimed   as  new  was  the  mode  of 
obtaining  the  crude  oil  by  heating  bituminous  coal  accord- 
Fernie       ^°S  *^  ^^^  process  described. 

Argumcjif.  Mr.  GrovCy  Mr.  Bovilly  SirH.  Cairns ,  Mr.  Hindmarck 
Mr.  Webster,  Mr.  Karslake,  and  Mr.  Lawson  appeared  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Grove  opened  the  case,  and  stated  that  Mr.  Young's 
specification  described  the  very  best  mode  of  obtaining  the 
products  desired.  On  the  question  of  construction  tbe 
rule  was  that  a  specification  was  not  to  be  read  as  a  deed 
or  a  plea,  because  those  instruments  had  acquired  by  usage 
a  fixed  definite  meaning,  and  if  there  were  an  error,  the 
party  relying  on  such  instrument  must  suffer,  rather  than 
that  the  rules  of  construction  should  be  violated.  Bat  a 
specification  was  the  instruction  to  the  present  mana&c- 
turing  world,  and  must  be  construed  according  to  the 
canon  laid  down  in  the  decided  cases,  that  it  must  be  read 
by  a  party  willing  to  make  himself  master  of  the  invention 
and  what  it  disclosed :  Beard  v.  Egerton  (a),  Russell  r. 
Cowley  {h).  In  this  case  it  was  not  denied  that  the  specifi- 
cation disclosed  sufficiently,  to  a  man  willing  to  under- 
stand, a  mode  by  which  he  could  with  certainty  obtain  the 
product  desired. 

The  conduct  of  the  defendants  in  seeking  surreptitiously, 
under  the  form  of  a  licence  to  Mr.  Jones,  and  by  an  appli- 
cation for  a  licence  by  Mr.  Fernie,  to  get  at  Mr.  Young's 
process  was  strong  primd  facie  evidence  of  infringement 
The  second  and  principal  ground  of  defence  in  this  case  was 
want  of  novelty.     Now  it  was  not  pretended  that  so  ftr 
as  his  own  mind  was  concerned  the  plaintiff  wa3  not  tbe 
inventor  of  his  process.     It  was  not  pretended  that  Mr. 
Young  took  thtf  invention  from  any  book  or  person,  or  that 
the  substance  before  the  date  of  his  patent  was  known  as 
an  article  of  commerce. ; 

(a)  8  C.B.  105.  (b)  1  Cr.  M.  &  K.  864. 
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The  case  made  by  the  defendants  was  that  the  discovery 
wras  in  fact  an  old  one,  and  they  relied  on  twenty-two 
>pecifications,  and  on  extracts  from  books  going  back  200 
jrears. 

There  were  one  or  two  modern  cases  to  which  he,  Mr. 
Grove,  desired  to  call  attention.  There  used  to  be  a  notion, 
Thich  in  some  of  the  older  cases  had  been  used  disadvan- 
lageously  to  patentees,  that  if  terms  could  be  found  in  a  pub- 
ication  prior  to  a  patent  within  the  four  corners  of  which 
:he  plaintiff's  alleged  discovery  might  be  found,  that  that 
vould  be  an  anticipation  and  would  render  the  patent  invalid. 
rhat  was  a  fallacious  mode  of  reasoning,  and  fortunately  was 
lot  the  law.  The  mere  feet  of  there  being  a  previous  publi- 
cation in  which  the  patentee's  invention  is  jumbled  up  among 
3ther  things  does  not  invalidate  the  patent.  In  order  to 
imount  to  an  anticipation  the  discovery  must  have  been 
previously  disclosed,  so  as  to  do  away  with  the  necessity  of 
in  experiment,  or,  in  other  words,  it  must  be  shown  that 
:he  information  contained  in  the  specification  must  have 
tieen  previously  given  to  the  public.  This  was  clearly  laid 
lown  in  HilU  v.  The  London  Gaslight  Company  {a),  in 
ivhich  the  question  was  between  two  patentees.  In  Hill  v. 
Evans  {b)  Lord  Chancellor  Westbury  on  this  subject 
expressed  himself  thus : — '*  Now  the  question  is,  What  must 
be  the  nature  of  the  antecedent  statement.'^  I  apprehend 
the  principle  is  correctly  thus  expressed : — *  The  antecedent 
statement  must  be  such  that  a  person  of  ordinary  know- 
ledge of  the  subject  would  at  once  perceive,  understand, 
and  be  able  practically  to  apply  the  discovery  without  the 
necessity  of  making  further  experiments  and  gaining 
farther  information  before  the  invention  can  be  made 
useful."  If  something  remains  to  be  ascertained  which  is 
necessary  for  the  useful  application  of  the  discovery,  that 
Affords  sufiBcient  room  for  another  valid  patent." 
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(a)  5  H.  &  Nor.  Ex.  312.  (b)  31  Law  Journal,  457. 
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1804.^  The  world,  as  it  were,  works  up  to  a  discovery,  and  between 

the  successful  discovery  and  the  unsuccessful  efibrts  there 
is  frequently  but  a  very  small  step.  But,  as  a  general  role, 
A  rmunpnt  *^^^  portion  of  the  public  who  are  concerned  in  a  particular 
branch  of  manufocture,  be  it  chemical  or  be  it  mechanical, 
are  the  best  judges  of  who  has  really  hit  the  nidi  on  the 
head,  if  it  were  permitted  to  use  the  expression.  There- 
fore, when  they  recognise  it  the  public  gets  possession  of 
it,  and  their  judgment  is  not  commonly  erroneous.  But 
always  when  a  discovery  has  been  made,  when  the  public 
has  reaped  the  fruits  of  it,  there  is  no  case,  and  never  was 
a  case,  either  in  the  history  of  pure  science  or  in  the 
history  of  practical  discovery,  where  it  is  not  alleged, 
'*If  you  look  at  such  a  book,  and  such  another  book, 
you  will  find  that  so  and  so  has  been  done,  and  you  will 
find  that  it  has  been  anticipated.'*  That  is  partly  true 
and  partly  false.  There  are  in  all  such  cases  approximate 
anticipations.  The  difference  is  that  one  man  gets  at  the 
points,  hits  upon  the  real  thing  which  will  do  it,  and  the 
reason  why  it  will,  whereas  other  people,  although  thej 
may  have  got  the  thing,  have  not  acquired  an  accurate 
knowledge  which  will  enable  them  with  certainty  to 
produce  it.  There  cannot  be  a  more  striking  illustnitioii 
of  that  than  the  history  of  gunpowder.  The  common 
clap-trap  notion  of  the  invention  of  gunpowder  is  this: 
that  a  monk  of  Cologne  named  Schwartz  put  sulphur, 
charcoal,  and  saltpetre  into  a  pot,  and  then  when  he  melted 
them  altogether  it  exploded  and  blew  off  the  top  of  the 
pot.  Such  was  the  received  notion  in  ordinary  books  of 
what  led  to  the  discovery  of  ^npowder,  whereas  it  was 
well  known  that  gunpowder  was  originally  a  Chinese 
invention,  and  that  it  got  from  China  to  Arabia,  Arabia 
to  Greece,  and  from  Greece  to  England. 

The  Eastern  term  for  saltpetre  would  be  written 
"  berod."  That  term  was  applied  to  any  sort  of  salt  except 
sea  salt.     But  when  other  saline  experiments  were  made 
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there  were  all  sorts  of  salts  used^  including  sea  salt  and 
this  "  berod,'*  and  they  were  thought  to  be  all  one  and  the 
same  thing.  Then  one  person  tried  to  make  gunpowder, 
and  if  he  had  happened  to  have  got  saltpetre,  he  would  have 
made  gunpowder  from  it.  But  if  another  person  took  a 
different  sort  of  salt,  he  would  never  make  gunpowder. 
The  same  term  was  applied  to  all  salts,  minus  sea  salt,  and 
that  prevented  the  discovery  of  gunpowder  being  made 
many  centuries  earlier  than  it  was. 

The  discovery  of  gunpowder  came  first  into  practical 
use  at  the  Battle  of  Cressy,  under  the  term  of  ^*  Greek 
fire."  Of  course  that  did  not  give  the  public  precise 
knowledge,  but  that  is  no  reason  why  gunpowder  was 
not  known  or  partly  known  under  the  name  of  Greek 
fire,  which  was  nothing  but  another  pyrotechnic  term. 
It  was  practically  hidden  from  the  public  because  che- 
mistry had  not  arrived  at  the  point  of  distinguishing  one 
from  the  other. 

The  above  is  one  illustration,  and  that  might  be  applied 
to  a  vast  number  of  other  discoveries.  They  are  fre- 
quently produced  before  in  experiment.  They  are  produced 
by  other  things,  but  the  great  discoverer  is  the  man  who 
gives  to  the  world  a  clear  power  of  repetition — a  clear 
mode  of  reproducing  the  result  which  he  says  he  has 
arrived  at.  That  man  is  the  discoverer.  But  when  you  read 
anterior  publications  by  the  light  of  that  discovery  they 
acquire  a  very  different  sense  from  what  they  would 
have  if  read  at  the  date  they  were  written.  That  is  another 
important  £Billacy  which  pervades  these  cases.  It  is  very 
easy  to  say  such  a  thing  Existed  in  A's  patent  or  B's  patent, 
because  now  we  know  the  conditions,  and  know  the  tem- 
perature of  heat  necessary  to  produce  this  and  that  effect, 
and  we  can  apply  the  value  of  the  new  chemical  discovery 
of  paraffine  to  commercial  uses,  as  applied  by  Mr.  Young. 
Bat  at  these  antecedent  periods  they  did  not  know  this 
and  the  proof  that  they  did  not  know  it  was  that  in  the 
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18G4.  year  1850  paraffineoihvasan  unknown  and  an  undiscovered 
Youso  substance.  Now  there  was  one  other  important  matter  in 
this  case  as  to  the  effect  produced  by  the  heat  on  what  are 
called  products,  not  educts.  Suppose  one  took  the  oil  of 
bricks,  which  the  defendants  put  forward  as  an  anticipation 
of  this  patent.  If  one  were  to  soak  bricks  with  oil,  and  also 
soak  a  piece  of  freestone  with  oil,  and  heat  it  to  a  red  heat, 
and  obtain  an  oil  drop  from  it,  that  would  simply  be  an 
educt.  But  if  one  takes  a  chemical  substance  like  coal,  and 
if  in  proceeding  by  heat  one  changes  the  component  parts 
and  re-arranges  them  to  produce  a  substance  which  does  not 
exist  as  that  substance  in  coal,  the  result  is  what  is  called  a 
product,  and  not  an  educt.  That  is  the  case  with  paraffine. 
If  you  powder  coal  and  soak  it  in  ether  you  either  get  no 
paraffine  or  such  a  quantity  as  to  be  infinitesimally  minute, 
and  the  coal  so  treated  remains  just  as  capable  of  producing 
paraffine  as  it  did  before,  showing  that  paraffine  and 
paraffine  oil  (and  the  same  may  be  said  of  other  bitumiDOOS 
matters)  is  not  a  substance  existing  in  specie  in  the  coal, 
but  is  a  substance  produced  by  the  action  of  heat  on  the 
coal. 

Therefore,  the  definite  amount  of  heat  and  the  other 
circumstances  attending  the  manufacture  become  very 
important,  for  by  comparatively  slight  changes  you  may 
change  the  product,  it  not  being  an  educt,  but  a  thing  pro- 
duced by  the  action  of  the  heat  upon  the  coal.  By  varying 
that  action  you  get  varying  products,  as  has  been  said, 
increasing  in  carbon  as  you  go  on,  and  the  gaseous  pro- 
ducts decreasing  in  carbon. 

The  defendants  themselves  make  this  a  not  unimportant 
point,  for  they  seek  to  rely  upon  their  performing  the  pro- 
cess at  a  slightly  lower  temperature,  but  there  is  no  doubt 
that  when  they  come  to  the  books  they  will  take  the 
converse  argument  and  say  temperature  is  not  a  very 
important  matter.  These  different  books  give  you  this 
temperature  inter  alia^  and  therefore  it  is   not  an  im* 
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portant  matter.     Mr.   Young    has    given   what    is    un-         1804. 
doubtedly  a  practical  process.     If  persons  can  do  it  so  as       Younc; 
to  get  fairly  out  of  his  patent,  either  by  not  acting  upon       YY.l\ii^ 
the  materials  which  he  directs  them  to  use  or  not  acting 
fairly  and  substantially  in  the  way  he  directs  them  to  actj 
they  are  at  liberty  to  do  so.     But  of  course  no  infringe- 
ment is  an  absolute  imitation.     Every  infringer  tries  to 
make  his  infringement  appear  diflFerent  from  the  patent. 
The  question  is  one  of  degree,  and  one  that  the  Court 
will  look  at  as  a  judge  of  facts  as  well  as  of  law,  and  will 
see  whether  it  comes  within  the  line,  and  whether  or  not 
these  persons  have  appropriated  substantially  Mr.  Young's 
discovery. 

In  Steiiier  v.  Healdia)  a  patent  had  been  obtained  for  pro- 
ducing a  dye  called  guarancine  from  refuse  madder,  by  re- 
heating it  in  the  way  madder  was  heated.  It  was  contended 
in  that  case,  as  here,  that  any  one  who  obtained  guarancine 
from  fresh  madder  must  know  that  it  could  be  obtained  from 
spent  madder,  but  the  Court  of  Error  held  that  it  did  not 
follow,  because  sulphuric  acid  would  extract  guarancine 
from  fresh  madder,  that  it  would  extract  it  also  from  spent 
madder.  To  ascertain  this  an  experiment  was  necessary, 
and  therefore  the  direction  of  the  Court  below,  which 
declared  the  process  could  not  be  a  new  invention,  was 
reversed. 

Again,  in  Muntz  v.  Foster  (ft),  the  yellow  metal  patent, 
the  same  thing  had  been  done  previously  with  the  same 
two  metals,  but  Mr.  Muntz  ascertained  that  the  only 
thing  which  invariably  succeeded  was  the  best  selected 
copper  with  foreign  zinc.  The  novelty  was  the  quality 
of  the  metal.     That  was  a  far  stronger  case  than  this. 

On  the  whole  case,  therefore,  it  was  submitted  that  the 
plaintiff  had  made  an  important  practical  discovery,  em- 
bodied within  the  terms  "  new  manner  of  manufacture " 

(ei)  6  Ex.  607.  (h)  2  Webster,  9iJ,  93. 
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1804.  used  in  the  statute  of  James  under  which  at  the  present  day 

Young  letters  patent  are  granted.     It  was  equally  clear  the  defen- 

Fbrnir.  dants  had  infringed  that  patent  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 

,           ^  to  the  relief  he  asked  by  his  bill. 

The  Attorney^  General  (with  whom  were  Sir  F.  KeUji, 
Mr.  Wyllys  Mackeson,  Mr.  Chance^  Mr.  Downing  Bnce, 
and  Mr.  Aston). — Before  the  evidence  is  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Court  perhaps  it  would  be  as  well  to 
consider  the  construction  of  the  specification  before  going 
into  the  general  evidence  in  the  whole  of  the  case.  This 
was  the  course  adopted  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the 
late  case  of  FoxweU  v.  Bostock^  on  the  ground  that  the 
direction  of  the  evidence  and  its  weight  might  materially 
be  affected  by  the  construction  the  Court  put  on  the 
specification.  In  this  case  two  important  questions  depend 
on  the  construction  of  the  specification.  In  FoxweU  t. 
Bostock  the  question  raised  was  on  a  patent  for  ma- 
chinery. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — I  shall  better  understand  the 
arguments  on  the  construction  of  the  specification  after  I 
have  heard  the  whole  of  the  evidence  in  the  case.] 

The  evidence  was  then  adduced.  Dr,  A.  W.  Hofiban 
was  the  first  witness  examined.  He  was  one  of  the  jurors 
of  the  Exhibition  of  1851,  not  sworn,  and  jointly 
withMr.  W.  De  La  Rue  prepared  the  report  for  class  29. 

A  discussion  arose  whether  such  report  could  be  put  in, 
and  Young  v.  White  (a)  was  cited  against  the  admission 
of  such  report  Ultimately  the  report  was  admitted,  to 
prove  the  notoriety  of  the  discovery.  Dn  Hoffman  was 
cross-examined  by  the  Attorney-General  mainly  to  show, 
firsts  that  paraffine  might  be  produced  firom  schale  or 
schist ;  secondly,  that  the  discovery  of  Mr.  Young  had  been 
anticipated.  The  cases  of  Young  v.  Clydesdale  Conq>anj 
and  Gillespie  v.  Russell,  Du  Buisson^s  specification,  Qnai 

(a)  17  Beav.  536—7. 
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de  HompacKs  patenty  ReichenhacKs  worJcs^  Kiddo,  Dumas^ 
Poggendorfy  Morandy  Eiicyclopedie  Mithodiquey  M.  de 
Gensanne^M.  Sage^  M,  Seliiquey  Lord  Dundonald^B process 9 
Dr.  Ure'a  Dictionary ^  Sir  Robert  Kane's  treatise  0/ 18Al^ 
and  Annals  of  Philosaphy,  by  Dr.  Henry y  were  referred  to. 

The  ease  of  Davenport  v.  Jepson  (a),  before  Vice- 
Cbancellor  Wood,  was  referred  to  as  to  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding. His  Honour  stated  his  intention  to  decide  the 
cause  without  the  assistance  of  a  jury. 

Dr.  Lyon  Playfair,  Sir  R.  Elane,  Dr.  Odling,  the  plaintiff, 
and  a  great  number  of  scientific  witnesses  were  examined 
and  cross-examined  on  the  question  of  the  novelty  of  the 
discovery.  There  were  also  a  great  number  of  witnesses 
examined  and  cross-examined  on  the  question  of  infringe- 
ment. On  the  eighth  day  of  the  proceedings  the  defen- 
dants' case  was  opened. 

The  Attorney- General,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants. — 
Before  calling  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  the  examina- 
tion of  the  precise  thing  claimed  in  the  specification  it 
ought  to  be  premised  that  there  has  been  no  previous 
decision  on  this  question,  the  materials  now  before  the 
Court  being  presented  for  the  first  time  for  consideration, 
the  alleged  infiringement  differing  from  that  alleged  in 
former  cases. 

The  duty  of  a  patentee  is  to  distinguish  on  the  face  of 
the  specification  what  he  claims  and  what  he  does  not 
claim  as  covered  by  the  specification,  because  if  the  specifi- 
cation in  its  general  terms  includes  something  not  new  or 
not  available  for  the  purposes  mentioned,  and  which  is  not 
distinguished  from  what  is  specifically  claimed,  the  specifi- 
cation fails  altogether.  This  is  the  well-established  canon 
of  construction. 

In  Holmes  v.  The  London  and  North- Western  Railway 
Company  (Jb),  decided  in  1852,  the  specification  claimed  an 

(a)  On  appeal  before  the  Lord«  Justices,  Dec.  IG,  1802,  not  reported. 
(6)  1*2  C.  B.  831 ;  ».c.  Macrory,  Patent  Vw^et^^  4. 
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1864.  improved  turning-table  consisting  of  several  parts,  and  it 
YocNQ  was  held  that  the  patent  must  be  treated  as  claiming  a 
Ferxib.  right  to  each  of  the  parts,  and  not  merely  the  whole  in 
combination ;  and  it  appearing  that  some  of  the  parte 
had  been  used  before,  the  defendants  were  held  entitled 
to  a  verdict  on  the  issue  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  specifi- 
cation. The  earlier  cases  were  discussed  in  that  case,  and 
Sir  J.  Jervis,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
made  the  following  observations : — "  It  is  admitted^  as  a 
general  proposition,  that  every  patentee  must  in  his  specifi- 
cation describe  the  nature  of  his  invention  either  directlj 
or  in  such  a  way  as  that  those  who  read  the  specification 
with  common  ordinary  understanding,  and  fisurly  read  it, 
may  see  and  understand  what  is  new  and  what  is  old. 
And  it  is  likewise,  on  the  other  hand,  as  equally  free  from 
every  doubt  that  a  patentee  may  take  a  number  of  old  and 
well-known  instruments  or  parts  of  instruments  and  maj 
have  a  good  patent  for  a  combination  of  the  known  instro- 
ments  or  parts,  if  he  so  describes  it  in  his  specification." 
The  learned  judge  then  considered  the  various  cases,  and 
continued  thus: — "Nobody  can  read  this  specification 
without  seeing  that  at  the  time  the  specification  was  made, 
as  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  admits,  Harrison  did  not 
know  that  Handcock's  patent  (that  was  an  earlier  patent 
for  a  certain  portion  of  the  thing  which  he  applied  to  a 
different  whole)  was  in  existence."  Then  how  was  it 
possible,  if  he  did  not  know  of  it,  to  point  out  what  was 
old  and  what  was  new  ?  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  enlarged 
further  upon  that  and  held  it  bad. 

Mr.  Justice  Maule  held  the  same  thing,  saying,  "Bat 
in  fact,  without  looking  at  anything  external  to  the  specifi- 
cation, which  is  the  true  way  of  construing  it,  it  is  most 
manifest  that  he  claimed  every  one  part  as  much  as  he 
claimed  every  other.  There  is  no  distinction,  and  you  must 
treat  it  as  a  claim  to  the  whole.  Now  it  was  evident 
upon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  and  the  finding  of  the  jm;}'? 
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e  whole  was  not  his  invention."     The  learned  judge         1864. 
dded,  "  You  are  not  to  look  for  this  purpose  at  any-       youiTo 
external  to   the  specification.     You  must  confine      peiTsie. 
if  to  what  appears  in  the  four  comers  of  the  docu- 
tself ;  and  if  you  do  not  find  there  the  distinction 

the  patentee  must  stand  or  fall  by  the  test,  whether 
)art  of  that  which  is  comprehended  in  it  is  new," 
^etley  v.  Eaaton  (a)  it  was  held  that  a  specification 
ing  a  patent  invention  must,  unless  a  contrary 
3n  appears,  be  deemed  to  claim  all  that  it  describes 
ly  as  a  whole  taken  in  combination,  but  also  all  the 
al   component   parts.     There  the   specification  de- 

a  centriiugal  pump  consisting  of  a  hollow  wheel 
ng  within  a  case  furnished  with  proper  pipes  for 
ig  the  water,  and  the  wheel  was  not  disclaimed  nor 
to  be  old.  Various  modes  of  constructing  the  pumps 
escribed.  The  specification  contained  a  claim  in 
1  terms  to  "  the  machinery  for  raising  and  impelling 
'  and  another  to  the  application  of  the  before-men- 
inventions  both  when  used  in  combination  or  severally, 
held  that  the  specification  claimed  the  wheel.  Lord 
>ell,  approving  of  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Holmes  v. 
ondon  and  North-  Western  Railway  Company,  said, 
»rding  to  the  law  laid  down  in  Holmes  v.  Tfie  London 
yrth-  Western  Railway  Company,  there  must  be  a 

for  the  defendant." 

larpenter  v.  Smith  (h)  there  was  a  patent  for  improve- 
n  locks  and  other  securities  applicable  to  doors  and 
)urposes^  and  a  subsequent  partial  disclaimer.  Lord 
jr  said,  "  The  objection  to  this  specification  origi- 
s  plain  on  the  face  of  it,  and  it  is  this,  it  is  required 
audition  of  every  patent  that  the  patentee  shall  set 
a  his  specification  a  true  account  and  description  of 
«nt  or  invention,  and  it  is  necessary  in  that  specifi- 

ll8  &  B.  95G ;  Macrory,  8'3.    (h)  9  M.  &W.  300 ;  1  Webster,  532. 
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cation  that  he  should  state  what  his  inyentioD  is,  what  he 
claims  to  be  new,  and  what  he  admits  to  be  old ;  for  if  the 
specification  states  simply  the  whole  machinery  which  he 
uses  and  which  he  wishes  to  introduce  into  use,  and  claims 
the  whole  of  that  as  new,  and  does  not  state  that  he  claims 
either  any  particular  part  or  the  combination  of  the  whole 
as  new,  why  then  his  patent  must  be  taken  to  be  a  patent 
for  the  whole  and  for  each  particular  part^  and  his  patent 
would  be  void  if  any  particular  part  turns  out  to  be  old  or 
the  combination  itself  not  new." 

Now  in  connection  with  that  case,  and  more  particuhriy 
with  that  aspect  of  it  which  is  noticed  by  Lord  Campbell— 
namely,  the  necessity  &at  the  specification  must  be  cleir, 
unaTnbiguous,and  not  uncertain — he,  the  Attorney- Geneial, 
would  refer  to  one  or  two  earlier  cases  in  which  that  hid 
been  held,  coupled  with  this  result^  that  wherever  the  patent 
is  not  so  expressed  as   sufficiently  to  guide  and  in  no 
respect  to  mislead  the  public  or  those  who  follow  and  work 
upon  it  that  patent  is  bad.    Now  one  of  the  earliest  and 
most  frequently  referred  to  cases  on  that  subject  was  Tunter 
V.  Winter  (a\  afterwards  referred  to    with    approbation 
in   a  later  case.     The   point  which  was  determined  as 
stated  in  the  note  was  this.     A  patent  is  void  if  the  specifi- 
cation is  ambiguous   or  gives  directions  which  tend  to 
mislead  the  public.       Mr.  Justice  BuUer  said^    '^Many 
cases  upon  patents  have  arisen  within  our  memory,  most 
of  which  have  been  decided  against  the  patentees  upon  the 
ground  of  their  not  having  made  a  full  and  fiur  discofeff 
of  their  inventions.    Whenever  it  appears  that  the  patentee 
has  made  a  fair  disclosure  I  have  always  had  a  strong  Utf 
in  his  favour,  because  in  that  case  he  is  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tection which  the  law  gives  him."     Then  he  says,  "But 
where  the  discovery  is  not  fully  made  the  Court  ought  tolook 
with  a  very  watchful  eye,  to  prevent  any  imposition  on  the 
public." 

a)  1  Term  Bep.  602 ;  s.c.  1  WeUter,  81. 
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At  page  606  he  says,  ''The  question  then  was 
grhether  the  plaintiif  in  this  case  had  made  a  fair  dis- 
lovery.  I  do  not  agree  with  the  counsel  who  have  argued 
igainst  the  rule  in  saying  that  it  was  not  necessary  for 
he  plaintifiF  to  give  any  evidence  to  show  what  the  in- 
rention  was,  and  that  the  proof  that  the  specification  was 
mproper  lay  on  the  defendant,  for  I  hold  that  a  plaintifiF 
nust  give  some  evidence  to  show  what  his  invention  was,  un- 
es8  the  other  side  admits  that  it  has  been  tried  and  suc- 
ceeds. But  whenever  the  patentee  brings  an  action  on  his 
>atent,if  the  novelty  or  efifect  of  the  invention  be  disputed,  he 
oust  show  in  what  his  invention  consists  and  that  he  pro- 
[need  the  efifect  proposed  by  the  patent  in  the  manner  speci- 
ied.  Slight  evidence  of  this  on  his  part  is  suflBcient,  and  it 
s  then  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  falsify  the  specifica- 
ion.  Now  in  this  case  no  evidence  was  oflTered  by  the 
plaintifiF  to  show  that  he  had  ever  made  use  of  the  several 
lififerent  ingredients  mentioned  in  the  specification,  as,  for 
n8tanee,mimiam,  which  he  had  nevertheless  inserted  in  the 
latent.  'Nor  did  he  give  any  evidence  to  show  how  the 
rellow  colour  was  produced,  if  he  could  only  make  it  with 
wo  or  three  of  the  ingredients  specified,  and  he  has  inserted 
ithers  which  will  not  answer  the  purpose  that  will  avoid 
he  patent.  So  if  he  makes  the  article  for  which  the 
Mitent  is  granted  with  cheaper  materials  than  those  which 
le  has  enumerated^  although  the  latter  will  answer  the 
mrpose  equally  well,  the  patent  is  void,  because  he  does 
lot  put  the  public  in  possession  of  his  invention  or  enable 
hem  to  derive  the  same  benefit  which  he  himself  does." 

There  wa*  another  proposition  coimected  with  those 
vhich  had  been  before  referred  to :  that  is,  if  the  patentee  in 
act  has  covered  by  his  patent  more  things  than  those  which 
ivill  really  answer  the  purpose,  not  only  if  some  of  them  are 
>ld,  then  he  fails ;  and  not  only  if  it  is  ambiguous  whether 
they  are  old  or  new  upon  the  face  of  the  patent,  then  he  fails, 
but  also  if  some  are  not  useful  for  the  purpose  he  £eu1s. 
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I8fi4.  Turner  v.  Winter  was  referred  to  afterwards  in  the  case  of 

Young  Derosnev.  Fairie  (a).  We  have  got  there  something  about 
bituminous  schistus  for  a  very  different  purpose — namely, 
the  purification  of  sugar.  The  passage  referred  to 
occurs  in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Baron  BoUand.  There 
are  several  passages  in  all  the  judgments  which  are  to  the 
purpose.  And  perhaps  Mr.  Baron  Parke's  observations 
may  be  taken  as  expressing  the  case.  He  says,  "  The  specifi- 
cation does  on  the  whole  truly  describe  the  nature  of  the 
invention  as  declared  in  the  patent,  nor  does  there  appear 
to  be  sufficient  obscurity  in  the  clause  with  reference  to 
the  baking  to  avoid  the  patent  on  that  ground.  But  it 
seems  to  me  to  have  been  clearly  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff 
to  have  done  one  of  two  things — viz.,  either  to  have  shown 
that  bituminous  schistus,  with  the  admixture  of  sulphurate 
of  iron,  as  it  is  known  to  exist  in  England,  would  answer 
the  purpose  beneficially,  or  that  the  sulphuret  could  be 
removed  by  any  practical  man  so  as  to  give  no  colour  to 
the  syrup."  He  doubted  whether  there  was  not  some  evi- 
dence, but  the  Court  in  general  thought  there  was  none. 

Mr.  Baron  BoUand  said  he  did  not  agree  to  the  objection 
which  was  taken  to  the  title,  and  then  he  said,  "  Very  early 
in  the  argument  it  appeared  to  me  that  justice  could  not 
be  done  in  this  case  unless  we  granted  a  new  trial,  because 
on  the  judge's  notes  it  appeared  that  no  evidence  had  been 
given  by  the  plaintiff  that  bituminous  schistus,  procured 
from  whatever  place  in  which  that  substance  could  be 
found,  would  answer  the  purpose  intended — that  is,  he  bad 
specified  for  bituminous  schistus  generally,  but  he  had  not 
shown  by  the  evidence  at  all  that  schistus,  wherever  found, 
would  answer  the  purpose  intended.  The  only  evidence 
which  tlie  plaintiff  gave  that  bituminous  schistus  when 
used  in  the  process  described  produced  the  desired  effect 
applied  to  a  pulverised  substance  which  the  witness  bad 
purchased  from  the  plaintiff  at  Paris.     Now  if  the  plaintiff 

(a)  -2  Crumiton,  M.  &  R.  476 ;  b.c.  1  Webster,  152-4. 
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id  gone  on  to  show  that  that  substance  was  bituminous 
histus  as  to  which  nothing  had  been  done,  but  that  it  pro- 
leed  the  cifect  in  its  natural  state,  a  great  part  of  the 
fficulty  would  have  been  removed;  but  that  not  being 
'oved.  it  w:;s  left  in  doubt  whether  all  bituminous  scfj^istus 
ould  proluce  the  effect  attributed  to  it  in  the  patent* 
^ithout  oubt  the  onus  of  that  proof  lay  on  the  plaintiff, 
n  autli  >nty,  if  wanting,  might  be  found  in  the  judgment  of 
r.  Justice  Buller  in  the  very  early  case  of  Turner  v. 
Hnter ;  and  that  very  learned  judge  added  a  most  extensive 
rquaintance  with  the  subject  of  patent  right  to  that 
lowledge  of  law  in  which  he  was  at  least  equal  to  any 
rson  who  before  or  since  his  time  has  occupied  a  seat  on 
a  bench.  He  would  therefore  advert  more  particularly  to 
s  judgment  in  that  case  in  order  to  adopt  its  terms  in 
^plication  to  the  present."  Then  he  cited  a  passage  which 
id  been  already  read  to  the  Court. 
Morgan  v.  Seaward  (a),  which  is  on  the  same  principle, 
ustrates  it  in  another  point  of  view.  That  case  determines 
at  exceedingly  well  known  rule  which  prevails  in  patents 
and  which  ought  to  warn  patentees  not  to  make  an 
\nibu8  jumble  in  their  patents  for  a  great  variety  of 
ings  hardly,  if  at  all,  connected  together — that  if  any  one 
several  inventions  recited  in  a  patent  for  improvements 
not  an  improvement,  the  patent  is  wholly  void. 
The  Attorney^  General  then  called  attention  to  the 
iim  made  by  the  specification,  submitting  that,  as  to  the 
siterial,the  plaintifi*  claimed  the  exclusive  right  to  extract 
raffine  and  paraffine  oil  from  bituminous  coal.  Secondly, 
to  the  process,  he  claimed  the  plan  of  breaking  up  the 
al  into  small  pieces,  and  by  a  well-known  and  easily 
ranged  apparatus,  whicii  he  did  not  claim,  defined  his 
ocess  thus  : — "  The  retort,  being  closed  in  the  usual 
anner^  is  then  to  be  gradually  heated  up  to  a  low  red 
At,  at  which  it  is  to  be  kept  until  volatile  products  cease 
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to  come  off.  Care  must  be  taken  to  keep  the  temperature 
of  the  retort  from  rising  above  that  of  a  low  red  heat,  so 
as  to  prevent  as  much  as  possible  the  desired  prodactB  of 
the  process  being  converted  into  permanent  gas/'  This 
was  what  was  relied  on  as  constituting  the  alleged  novelty. 
The  low  red  heat  was  described  as  being  at  977  to  980 
degrees  of  Fahrenheit. 

The  Attorney-  Otneral  then  called  attention  to  the  cases 
of  Kay  V.  Marshall  (a),  Young  v.  White,  and  the  Clydet- 
dale  case  {b\  and  called  attention  to  several  treatises  in 
which  coal  was  defined,  contending  that  there  was  no  noTel^ 
in  the  material  or  the  process. 

The  Attorney- General  then  called  attention  to  Reichen- 
bach's  mode  of  distillation,  observing  that  Dr.   Hofiman 
admitted    that  if   Reichenbach  had  been   operating  on 
boghead  coal,  the  product  would  have  been  the  crude  oil  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  paraffine  of  Reichenbach  was 
a  large  constituent  of  the  plaintiff's  crude  oiL    It  was 
clear,  therefore^  that  the  production  of  the  crude  oil  \fj 
distillation  at  a  low  temperature  was  known ;  but  if  soothe 
merely  determining  the  precise  degree  of  temperature  is 
not  the  subject  of  a  patent:  Kay  v.  Marshall {c). 

Again,  if  the  extraction  of  the  crude  oil  from  bituminons 
shale  by  the  same  process  was  a  known  thing,  no  patent 
could  be  legally  taken  out  for  the  application  of  it  to  a 
different  but  analogous  substance  in  order  to  obtain  the 
same  product.  In  The  Queen  v.  Cutler(d)  the  marginal  note 
was  as  follows : — *'  The   mere   application   of   a  known 
article  to  a  new  use,  the  mode  of  application  not  being 
new,  but  before  the  date  of  the  patent  having  been  used 
in  applying  an  analogous  article  to  the  same  purpose,  is 
not  a  manufacture  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and 
cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  a  patent."     The  same 
principle  was  laid  down  in  a  case  as  to  a  patent  for  wheels 


(a)  2  Webster,  34,  .36. 

(b)  Not  reported. 


(c)  8  Clk.  &  Pin.  245 ;  2  Webster,  39. 

(d)  Mrtcrory.  124,  130-13S. 
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m  Loah  V.  Hague  {a),  and  in  a  case  as  to  a  patent  for  im- 
proving the  texture  of  threads  of  cotton  and  linen  yarns, 
JBrook  Y.  Aston  (6). 

[The   Vice-Chancellob. — There  seems  to  be  no 
analogy  between  those  cases  and  the  present,  because  if 
M  tfi6  doctrine  laid  down  there  were  to  be  adopted  implicitly 
to  chemical  subjects  it  would  be  impossible  to  foretell 
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^  lesolts.] 

The  Attorney-General, — In    Calvert  v.  A8hhurn{c\  in 

irhich  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  was 

mffirmed  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  the  same  principle  was 

applied  to  a  patent  for  making  starch. 

On  the    distinction  between  chemical  discoveries  and 

otihers,  his   Honour  mentioned   the  case   of   Stevens  v. 

JSjsating  (d). 

Jones  V.  Berger  {e),  a  nisi  prius  decision,  was  mentioned 
■"bfy  Mr.  Grove. 

The  Attorney' General  then  concluded  his  argument  by 
■^Ufecting  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  the  evidence. 

The  witnesses  for  the  defendants  were  then  examined. 

ring  the  course  of  the  examination  of  Professor  Ander- 

the  Vice-Chancellor  suggested  that  it  was  unimportant 

adduce  evidence  of  what  had  taken  place  anterior  to 

iichenbach's  discovery,  as  it  was  admitted  he  had  dis- 

an  oil  containing  paraffine  and  other  elements  by 

ing  beech  wood  tar  to  his  process. 

Sir  Fitzroy  KeUy,  for  the  defendants,  in  answer,  said 

would  show  that  the  obtaining  by  the  gradual  low 

heat  process  the  products   which  the  plaintiff  called 

ine  oil  from  bituminous  coal  was  not  new  at  the  date 

the  patent. 

Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly  (on  the  29th  day)  addressed  the  Court 


(«)  1  Webster,  207. 
^6)  8  Ellis  &  Bl.  478. 
(c)  Not  reported. 

Vol  IV. 


((/)  2  Phil.  333;  2  Webster, 
2nd  Exchequer,  772. 
(e)  Not  reported. 
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1804.  on  the  entire  case,  and,  having  pointed  out  the  precise 
Young  nature  of  the  claim  made  in  the  specification,  contended 
Fernie.  ^^^  ^  patentee  was  bound  to  point  out  in  his  specification 
what  it  is,  whether  products  or  the  means  of  obtaioiif 
products,  the  things  themselves  or  the  process,  which  he 
claimed.  He  was  further  bound  to  point  out  what  he 
claimed  as  new,  and  what  part  of  the  thing  produced,  or 
of  the  process  used,  which  he  claimed  as  new,  and  what  he 
did  not  claim.  This  was  essential  in  every  valid  specifi- 
cation, because  otherwise  a  patentee  would  be  establishii^ 
his  right  to  a  monopoly  of  a  well-known  discovery. 

In  Morgan  v.  Seward  (a)  it  is  laid  down  that "  the  speci- 
fication is  to  warn  the  public  of  what  is  prohibited,  and  to 
teach  them  the  invention,  and  a  specification  which  casts 
upon  the  public  the  labour  and  expense  of  experiment  is 
bad." 

Stevens  v.  Keating  (b)  lays  down  the  rule  that  a  jost 
construction  is  to  be  put  upon  the  specification — nothing 
is  to  be  contended  either  for  or  against  it,  but  it  most  be 
considered  according  to  the  ordinary  construction  of 
language  upon  the  whole,  and  every  portion  of  the  language 
on  which  a  question  may  arise. 

In  Hill  V.  Thompson  (c)  it  was  laid  down  that  **if  the 
specification  seeks  to  cover  more  than  is  actually  new  anl 
useful,  it  vitiates  the  whole,  rendering  it  ineficctual  en* 
to  the  extent  to  which  it  might  otherwise  have  been  snp- 
ported."  This  principle  applied  to  this  case,  because  ow 
branch  of  the  contention  here  is  that  at  all  events  part  of 
the  plaintifi^'s  invention  is  new — the  paraffine,  for  instance, 
or  the  parafiine  oil;  but  suppose,  for  argument's  sake,  tint 
it  be  so,  still  if  the  process  claimed  as  new,  or  any  part  (/ 
it.  was  previously  known  the  whole  patent  is  bad.  AgA 
in  Hill  V.  Thompson  it  is  laid  down,  "  If  the  invention  h 
an  improvement  it  must  distinctly  appear  on  the  face  of 

(a)  2  Webster,  173, 174,  &  176.  (c)  1  Webster,  237, 247,  &24«. 

(&)  Ibid.  187. 
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the  specification  to  be  claimed  as  such^  i.e*^  it  must  not  be         1864. 
claimed  as  an  invention ;"  and,  further,  in  that  case  it  was       y^^J^ 
laid  down,  "  K  any  material  part  of  the  alleged  discovery 
failed  the  patent  is  void." 

Again,  in  Kay  v.  Marshall  (a)  Lord  Cottenham  says, 
'*  The  claim  is  introduced  for  the  security  of  the  patentee, 
that  he  may  not  be  supposed  to  claim  more  than  he  can 
support  as  the  invention,  lest  in  describing  his  invention 
and  the  means  of  performing  it,  especially  in  the  case  of  an 
improvement,  he  may  inadvertently  have  described  some- 
thing not  new,  in  order  to  render  his  description  of  the 
improvement  intelligible.  The  claim  is  not  intended  to 
aid  the  description,  but  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  what  is 
claimed  as  new." 

In  Macfarlane  v.  Price  (6),  an  old  case,  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  said,  *^  The  patentee  in  his  specification  ought  to 
to  inform  the  person  who  consults  it  what  is  new  and  what 
is  old." 

In  Bramah  v.  Hardcastle  (c)  Lord  Kenyon  observed, 
^  Unlearned  men  look  at  the  specification  and  suppose 
everything  is  new  which  is  there,  except,  perhaps,  things 


common  use." 


In  Carpenter  v.  Smith  (d),  which  was  an  action  for  the 
infringement  of  a  particular  kind  of  lock,  Lord  Abinger 
points  out  the  criterion  by  which  the  validity  of  a  patent 
of  this  nature  is  to  be  ascertained.  Lord  Abinger  saysCe), 
**  It  is  required  as  a  condition  of  every  patent  that  the 
patentee  shall  set  forth  in  his  specification  a  true  account 
and  description  of  his  patent  or  invention,  and  it  is  necessary 
in  that  specification  that  he  should  state  what  his  invention 
is,  what  he  claims  to  be  new,  and  what  he  admits  to  be 
old,  for  if  the  specification  states  simply  the  whole  ma- 

(a)  2  Webster,  39;  s.c.  1  M.  &  (c)  Ibid.  76;  s.c.  Holroyd,  81. 

C.373.  (d)  Ibid.  632. 

{h)  1  Webster,  75;  b.c.  Q.  B.  {e)  Ibid.  532, 
1  Stark,  199. 
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chincry  which  he  uses,  and  which  he  wishes  to  introduce 
into  use,  and  claims  the  whole  of  that  as  new,  his  patent 
must  be  taken  as  a  patent  for  the  whole,  and  for  each 
particular  part,  and  his  patent  will  be  void  if  any  particular 
part  turns  out  to  be  old,  or  the  combination  itself  not  new." 
This  ruling  of  Lord  Abinger  was  adopted  after  an  elaborate 
argument  by  the  Court,  and  the  patent  was  held  bad. 

In  Holmes  v.  The  London  and  North-  fVestem  Bailwrn} 
Company  (a),  where  the  patent  was  for  a  turn-table,  the 
patentee  not  having  pointed  out  what  he  claimed  as  new  and 
what  he  admitted  to  be  old,  it  was  held  that  the  patent  was 
bad.  The  specification  did  not;  to  use  the  language  of  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  in  that  case,  '^  describe  the  nature  of  the 
invention  directly  or  in  such  a  way  as  that  those  who  read 
the  specification  with  common  ordinar}' understanding,  and 
fairly  read  it,  may  see  what  is  new  and  what  is  old." 
Applying  that  doctrine  to  this  case,  the  plaintiff's  patent 
could  not  be  sustained. 

Again,  in  Tetley  v.  JEaston  (b)  it  was  laid  do\m  that  a 
specification  must,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appears,  he 
deemed  to  claim  all  that  it  describes^  not  only  as  a  whole 
taken  in  combination,  but  also  all  the  essential  points  of 
which  such  combination  is  composed.  Lord  Campbell 
in  that  case  expressed  himself  to  the  same  eflFect.  But,  in 
order  to  save  the  multiplication  of  authorities,  he  would 
read  the  following  passage  from  Mr.  Hindmarch's  treatise:— 
"  If  the  specification  describes  more  than  the  inventiw 
itself,  it  must  clearly  point  out  which  of  the  things 
described  are  old  and  which  of  them  are  new;  and  if  the 
subject  of  the  patent  privilege  be  an  addition  to  or  an 
improvement  upon  an  old  machine  or  other  article,  the 
specification  must  not  describe  the  whole  machine  or  article 
without  distinguishing  between  the  old  and  new  parts,  for 


(a)  r2C.B.83l;  s.c.  Macrory, 
Cases,  14, 126,  28,  and  29. 


(b)  Macrory,  82;  «.c  2  Elto* 
fil.  956. 
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the  proviso  in  the  patent  requires  that  the  invention  not 
only  be  ascertained,  but  ascertained  with  particularity ;  and 
it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  an  invention  is  so  ascer- 
tained by  a  specification  if  it  describes  without  distinction 
many  things  which  are  old  as  well  as  the  invention  itself." 

See  also  Croaaley  v.  Potter  (a),  Turner  v.  Winter  (6), 
Rex  V*  Wheeler  (<?). 

Again,  a  patent  is  void  when  other  persons  than  the 
patentee  have  previously  for  purposes  of  profit  used  the 
same  process  to  obtain  the  same  products:  Cornish  v. 
Keene{d)^  Gibson  v.  Brand  (e)^  Carpenter  v.  Smith  (f). 
In  the  latter  case  the  ruling  of  Lord  Abinger  was  approved 
by  the  whole  Court.  TheHouaehill  Company  v.  NeiUon  (g) 
and  Heath  v.  Unwin  (A)  were  to  the  same  effect.  It  was 
here  in  evidence  that  at  least  two  persons  had  for  a  series 
of  years  been  using  the  same  process  as  the  plaintiff's  to 
obtain  the  same  products.  Stead  v.  Williams  (i),  HonibaU 
V.  Bloomer  (j*),  and  Heath  v.  Smith  (k)  were  also  cited. 

Lastly,  it  was  settled  on  principle  that  a  patent  for  the 
obtaining  of  certain  products  by  a  particular  process  from 
bituminous  coal  cannot  be  supported  if  it  appear  that 
another  person  has  obtained  the  same  product  by  a  similar 
process  from  shale. 

Brooke  v.  Aston  (/),  Bush  v.  Fox  (m),  Harwood  v.  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company  (n\Horton  \,Mahon(p\  The 
Patent  Bottle  Envelope  Company  v.  Seymer(p)t  Ormson 
V.  Clark  (q),  Lewis  v.  Marling^  and  Jones  v.  Pearce. 

The  learned  counsel  then  called  attention  to  the  question 
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(a)  Mac.  253. 

(b)  1  Web.  P.O.  80  &  81. 

(c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  345. 

(d)  1  Web.  507,  509,  511,  512, 
•od  519. 

(e)  Ibid.  628—630. 
(/)  Ibid.  634. 

(g)  Ibid.  718. 
(A)  2  Web.  219. 


(i)  2  Web.  136. 
(J)  Ibid.  199. 
(k)  Ibid.  268. 
(0  8  Ell.  &  B.  478.     ■ 
(m)  1  Macrory,  164. 
(n)  2  B.  &  Smith,  194. 
(o)  12  C.B.  (N.S.)  437. 
(p)  5  C.  B.  (N.S.)  164. 
iq)  32  L.  J.  (C.P.)  8. 
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1664.         of  the  infringement,  and  concluded  his  argument  on  the 

Young         Slst  day. 
r. 

fernie.         i^rpjjg  Vice-Chancellor  said  that  he  required  no  reply 
Argumcnf,     as  to  that  part  of  the  case  which  related  to  the  extracts 
and  previous  publication.] 

Mr.  Grove,  in  reply,  submitted  that  the  fallacy  of  the 
defendants'  case  lay  in  applying  subsequent  knowledge  to 
an  anterior  state  of  facts^  and,  secondly,  in  assuming  that 
the  legal  maxim,  Omne  majus  in  se  corUinet  minus ,  applied 
to  scientific  discoveries.  One  man  might  anticipate  in 
general  terms  what  a  subsequent  discoverer  reduced  to  a 
definite  practical  form  which  ensured  reproduction.  Leland 
undoubtedly  saw  the  planet  Neptune  centuries  before^  bot 
that  did  not  detract  from  the  credit  due  to  Le  Verrier  and 
Galle.  The  discoverer  who  first  gave  definite  information 
sufficient  to  ensure  reproduction  was  able  to  support  a 
patent  for  discovery. 

In  Hill  V.  271^  London  Gaslight  Company  (a)  the  main 
question  was  whether  the  patent  was  too  general.  It  cer- 
tainly was  more  general  than  Mr.  Young's,  but  the  Court, 
having  reviewed  the  case  of  Bush  v.  Fox^  sustained  the 
patent. 

lnBettsy.Menzi€8(J>),  where  the  objection  was  similar,the 
House  of  Lords,  reversing  the  decision  of   the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  supported  the  patent.    Muntz  v.  Forster[c)i 
the  yellow  metal  patent,  laid  down  the  same  principle. 
But,  as  his  Honour  had  observed,  there  was  a  distinction 
between  chemical  patents  and  mechanical  patents:  che- 
mical patents  depend  on  the  molecular  action  of  matter,  and 
cannot  be  predicted  a  priori,    A  brush  that  will  brush  a  coat 
will  brush  a  waistcoat ;  but,  except  by  experiment,  it  cannot 
be  known  that  nitric  acid  will  have  the  same  effect  npon 
soda  that  it  has  upon  potash.     The  law  of  application  to 
analogous  substances  of  a  similar  process  does  not  applj 

(a)  5  H.  &  N.  312.  (c)  2  Web.  106. 

(b)  lOH.ofL.  C.  117. 
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cal  patents  :  Steiner  v.  Heald  (a),  Booth  v.  JSjm- 
The  case  of  Calvert  v.  AsMurn^c)^  which  was 
I  by  the  defendants,  had  no  application  to  this  case, 
there  the  patentee  by  a  mistake  claimed  what  was 
0  be  old. 

,  it  was  said  that  the  plaintiff's  discovery  was 
discovery  of  the  value  of  boghead  coal ;  but,  sup- 
liat  were  so,  the  patent  was  valid.  He  produced 
own  chemical  process  a  better  and  cheaper  and 
undant  product.     That  was  exactly  the  case  of 

Price  (d),  so  that  even  on  the  defendants'  own 

their  case  failed. 

it  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff's  specification 
suflBciently  accurate  and  precise;  but  here  quite 
;  was  stated  to  enable  a  person  of  ordinary  under- 

to  perform  the  operation :  Stevens  v.  Keating  (e)y 
V.  Cowley  {f\  Neihon  v.  Harford  (g),  and  Beard 
on  (A). 

fringement  of  part  of  a  patent  is  an  infringement 
hole:  Lister Y. Leather (i).  Nor  does  an  abandon- 
i  part  of  an  invention  destroy  the  right  to  a  patent : 

Pearce(J\  Lewis  v.  Marling  {k\  lie  Newall  v. 

0- 

ot  necessary  that  the  infringer  should  exactly  follow 
it :  Jupe  V.  Pratt  (m),  citing  Crossleyy.  Beverley, 
way  V.  Bladen,  I  Web.  529,  was  also  cited. 

se-Chancellor  :— 

main  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  plaintiff's 
s  that  both  as  to  the  process  and  the  material 
nothing  new,  and  that  the  specification  indicates 
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1864.        nothing  which  was  not  publicly  known  and  publicly  used 
YouwQ       before  the  date  of  the  patent. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  for  very  many  years 
before  the  discovery  of  the  substances  now  called  paraffine 
and  paraffine  oils  the  distillation  of  coals  and  bituminous 
substances,  at  every  variety  of  temperature,  had  been  well 
known  and  practised  for  the  production  of  tars  and  oils 
which  had  been  used  for  lubrication  of  the  ruder  kinds  of 
machinery  and  for  burning.  It  is  certain  that  the  dis- 
coveries by  Eeichenbach  of  paraffine,  naphthaline,  aod 
various  other  distinct  substances,  as  products  from  the 
carbonisation  of  animal  tar,  vegetable  tar,  and  coal  tar, 
about  the  year  1832,  were  hailed  by  men  of  science  as 
important  discoveries.  In  one  passage  of  his  writings,  as 
printed  in  the  Extracts  before  the  Court,  Reichenbach 
says,  "  There  must  necessarily  be  several  ways  and  means 
of  getting  at  a  body  of  so  strong  a  constitution  as  paraffine, 
when  mixed  up  with  others  so  easily  decomposed  as  those 
which  we  will  for  the  present  consider  under  the  collective 
denomination  of  empyreumatic  oils.  I  have  come  upon 
the  track  of  some  of  these ;  others,  perhaps  better  oneS) 
the  future  will  discover." 

It  is  certain  that  Keichenbach,  although  he  ascertained 
the  existence  of  paraffine  in  coal,  did  not  indicate  coal  of 
any  kind  as  the  material  capable  of  producing  paraffine  or 
paraffine  oils  in  most  abundance.  There  is  ample  evidence 
that  the  attention  of  practical  chemists  was  previously  to 
the  date  of  Young's  patent  laboriously  directed  to  diseoTer 
the  proper  material  and  the  proper  means  of  producing 
these  articles  in  sufficiently  large  quantities  for  commer- 
cial purposes.  Amongst  others,  Hompesch*s  patent  was 
obtained  in  1841  for  obtaining  oils  from  schist  or  clay 
slate  and  asphalte ;  and  his  memorandum  of  alteration  is 
made  for  the  purpose  of  confining  it  to  "  other  rocks  or 
minerals  containing  bitumen  or  bituminous  substances." 
Dubuisson's  patent,  granted  in  1845,  is  remarkable  for  its 
recital  that  in  !E2nglan4  all  attempts  to  make  bituminoas 
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histus  useful  had  failed.     His  specification  claims  a        1864. 
trticular  apparatus  and  process,  and  it  states  that  the       You  no 
■esence  of  paraffine  is  scarcely  perceptible  in  bituminous      j-BuiiK 
one,  asphalte,  or  other  bituminous  mineral  substances^ 
id  that  it  is  in  schistus  it  is  contained  in  the  largest  pro- 
>rtion. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  any  specification,  of  any  patents, 
*  any  publication  in  which  cannel  coal^  or  coal  which 
*odaces  defiant  and  other  highly  illuminating  gases  in 
insiderable  quantity,  was  indicated  as  the  class  of  ma- 
rials,  among  the  wide  range  of  animal,  vegetable,  and 
ineral  substances,  which,  subjected  to  a  proper  process, 
ould  produce  parafl&ne  and  the  oils  called  by  Young 
iraffine  oils  in  large  quantities,  so  as  to  create  a  manu- 
cture  for  commercial  purposes,  till  Young's  specification 
as  published.  Cannel  coals  had  been  tried  by  many,  but 
ithout  success. 

Among  the  many  practical  and  manufacturing  chemists 
ho  had  been  vainly  attempting  to  find  out  how  to  manu- 
icture  parafiine  oils'  and  paraffine,  so  as  to  supply  the 
larket,  none  had  been  fortunate.  The  fair  result  of  the 
nmense  load  of  evidence  in  this  case  shows  the  prevailing 
pinion  to  have  been  that  not  coals  of  any  kind,  but 
hales  or* schists  properly  so  called,  were  the  best  material. 
lie  witnesses  of  the  defendants  give  evidence  which  seems 
onvincing  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  Kirkham,  a  practical  and  manufacturing  chemist, 
as  proved  that  irom  the  year  1845  he  had  been  making 
xperiments  on  what  he  calls  crude  oil,  and  the  distillation 
if  various  kinds  of  coals,  including  cannel  coals,  at  a 
emperature  of  something  like  700  degrees  of  Fahrenheit, 
or  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  oil  they  would  pro- 
luce  ;  but  that  he  could  not  succeed  in  getting  quantities 
yf  oil  from  these  various  kinds  of  coal  of  any  commercial 
ralue,  although  he  distilled  in  large  quantities.  The 
results  he  obtained  from  cannel  coals  he  found  little  better 
than  from  Newcastle  coals.     This  witness,  who  states  these 
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facts,  states  also,  with  perfect  confidence,  that  there  is 
nothing  new  in  Young's  specification,  and  nothing  de- 
scribed in  it  which  he  did  not  know  before.  This  statement 
is  true,  in  this  sense,  that  it  was  well  known  that  coab, 
cannel  coals,  as  well  as  every  other  animal,  vegetable,  or 
mineral  production,  could  be  distilled  at  any  temperature 
within  a  very  wide  range,  and  would  produce  paraffine  and 
parafiine  oils.  But  it  is  not  true,  in  this  sense,  that  he  knev 
before  he  read  Young'sspecification  which  class  of  substances, 
among  many,  and  which  temperature  in  a  wide  range,  and 
which  process,  among  many,  would  supply  the  commercial 
world  and  the  public  with  a  class  of  paraffine  and  paraf- 
fine oils  which  so  many  were  in  vain  seeking  to  supply,  tiU 
the  manufacture  of  Young  had  supplied  it.  From  the 
evidence  of  this  witness,  and  the  evidence  of  Fisher,  a 
practical  and  manufacturing  chemist,  and  the  evidence  of 
Parkes,  a  very  intelligent  witness,  it  appears,  when  a^ 
curately  weighed,  that  these  persons,  like  many  otheis, 
were  unsuccessfully  attempting  to  manufacture  paraffine  (hIs 
and  paraffine  for  commercial  purposes.  Fisher,  in  pa^ 
ticular,  seems  to  have  been  working  for  years  extensively 
to  produce  paraffine  oils  of  a  quality  to  supply  the  market 
He  distilled  shales  and  coals  of  various  kinds,  including 
boghead  itself,  in  considerable  quantities.  He  states  that 
he  was  largely  engaged  in  the  manure  trade,  and  has  had 
by  him  as  many  as  one  thousand  or  two  thousand  gaUoDS 
of  oils,  produced,  as  he  says,  from  "  coals,  shales,  cannel^ 
and  different  things."  He  supplied  the  other  witnesi) 
Parkes,  with  oils,  out  of  which  he  extracted  paraffine ;  and, 
according  to  Parkes's  statement,  the  total  amount  supplied 
to  him  at  various  times  during  several  years  was  not  less 
than  one  hundred  gallons  altogether. 

Parkes  also  was  engaged  in  experiments  as  to  the  pro- 
duction of  burning  oils  and  paraffine  from  shales  and  coals, 
with  a  view  to  perfect  a  manufacture,  for  which,  if  te 
could  have  succeeded,  he  says  he  wished  to  obtain  a  patent 
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Experimentally  he  had  gone  so  far  as  to  produce  small 
pieces  of  candle  and  night  lights.  This  witness,  who 
seems  an  intelligent  person,  employed  Fisher,  and  gave 
liim  instructions  and  suggestions  as  to  the  distillation  of 
shales,  and  coals,  and  cannels  for  the  production  of  paraf- 
fine  oils.  But  it  is  needless  to  go  farther  than  this  evidence, 
produced  by  the  defendants  of  these  three  persons,  Kirk- 
ham,  Fisher,  and  Parkes,  the  most  important  practical 
witnesses  of  the  defendants,  for  clear  proof  that  they,  like 
so  many  others,  were  laboriously  endeavouring  to  eflfect, 
and  entirely  failed  in  eflfecting,  the  discovery  made  by 
Young.  They  did  not  discover  that  cannel  coals  and  other 
coals  which  yield  olefiant  and  other  highly  illuminating 
gases  were  the  proper  material. 

The  completeness  of  the  fiiilure  is  demonstated  by  two 
fiicts — first,  that  the  oils  sent  by  Mr.  Fisher  to  the  Great 
Exhibition  of  1851  were  rejected  and  refused  a  place  on 
account  of  their  objectionable  quality  and  offensive  smell ; 
and,  secondly,  that  after  Young's  patent,  in  Fisher's  corre- 
spondence with  a  person  named  Clift,  it  is  stated  by  the 
latter  that  Young  could  not  make  the  oil  so  good  irom 
coals,  and  would  direct  his  attention  to  the  native  bitumens ; 
and  a  question  is  asked  as  to  whether  Fisher  would  work 
his  retort  beyond  a  cherry  red. 

This  correspondence  is  in  May,  1851,  and  it  affords 
ample  evidence  that  the  material,  and  the  process,  and  the 
temperature  indicated  by  Young  were  not  those  used  or 
practised  by  them. 

Each  of  these  three  witnesses,  like  most  of  the  others 
for  the  defendants,  says  that  Young's  specification  contains 
nothing  new.  No  doubt  this  is  true  in  the  sense  which  I 
have  already  distinguished.  But  it  is  not  true  in  the  sense 
in  which  the  law  requires  that  the  word  *'new"  should  be 
used  and  understood  on  the  question  to  be  decided  in  this 
cause.  Mr.  Parkes  states  that  he  was  asked  by  Mr.  Fisher 
to  go  to  Scotland  as  a  witness  against  the  plaintiff  Young, 
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in  an  action  in  which  the  validity  of  the  patent  was  con- 
tested on  grounds  similar  to  the  most  material  in  the 
present  case ;  but  he  declined  to  go,  for  this  good  reason, 
that  he  considered  Young  ought  to  succeed  as  the  first 
public  introducer  of  the  manufacture. 

Turning  now  to  the  men  of  science  who  have  supported 
the  defendants'  case  by  their  testimony.  Dr.  Alfred  Swaine 
Taylor  stated  that  the  amount  of  olefiantgas  is  no  criteriim 
of  the  quantity  of  paraffine  that  any  particular  coal  will 
yield.  But  in  his  cross-examination  he  admitted  that  he 
did  not  examine  the  quantity  of  defiant  gas  in  the  coals, 
and  that  he  had  made  no  experiments  as  to  whether  coals 
yield  olefiant  gas  in  the  same  ratio  as  parafi&ne.  He  admits 
that  he  was  not  aware  before  Young's  patent  that  paraffine 
could  be  extracted  from  coal  in  merchantable  quantities. 
He  says  that  although  he  knew  paraffine  was  extracted 
from  coal,  yet  Young's  patent  process  came  upon  him  as  a 
novelty,  and  that  it  was  a  new  thing  to  hear  of  it  in  the 
quantity  which  Young  produced. 

Dr.  Anderson,  who  is  another  of  the  defendants'  im- 
portant scientific  witnesses,  is  remarkable  for  his  change 
of  opinion  on  the  question  of  novelty.     He  was  one  of  the 
witnesses  for  Mr.  Young  in  the  Scotch  cause.     His  report 
made  with  reference  to  that  case  is  at  variance  with  his 
evidence  now  given.     He  has  stated  the  cause  of  his  con- 
version to  be  the  knowledge  he  had  since  acquired  by  what 
he  had  read  of  Selligue's  works,  and  in  the  specification  of 
Happey's  patent,  and  in  Black's  Elements  of  Chemistry. 
When   these   writings  are  looked    at   his    reasons   and 
explanations  as  to  his  change  of  opinion  appear  to  be  so 
very  lame  that  the  value  of  his  evidence  is  reduced  to  a 
low  degree. 

He  and  the  other  scientific  witness,  together  with  work- 
men and  others  who  gave  evidence  and  a  narrative  of 
experiments  on  the  questions  of  temperature  and  materials, 
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seem  to  me  to  have  afforded  no  real  assistance  to  the        1864. 
defendants'  ease.  Young 

Experiments  conducted  for  the  express  purpose  of  manu-      f^rnib. 
fiEicturing  evidence  for  this  cause  are  to  be  looked  at  with 
distrust. 

As  to  the  many  witnesses  produced  to  prove  that  bog- 
head coal  is  a  '^  shale ;"  that  all  cannel  coals  are  shales ; 
that  Eimmeridge  shale  is  coal ;  that  Leeswood  curly  cannel 
coal  is  not  a  shale,  although  other  cannel  coals  are  shales ; 
that  the  manu&cture  of  offensive  and  unmarketable  oils 
from  Kimmeridge  shales  was  a  manufacture  of  Young's 
oils,  and  an  anticipation  of  his  invention ;  that  the  tar  and 
coke  ovens  used  in  South  Wales  to  produce  a  coarse  tarry 
oiI»  used  for  lubricating  the  wheels  of  tram-waggons,  was 
an  anticipation  of  Young's  lubricating  paraffine  oils — all 
the  immense  mass  of  evidence  which  the  defendants  have 
laid  before  the  Court  on  these  various  points  failed  to 
produce  any  serious  effect  upon  my  mind  towards  establish- 
ing the  case  of  the  defendants,  and  a  reconsideration  of  it 
satisfies  me  of  its  unimportance. 

On  the  question  of  temperature,  as  described  in  Young's 
specification,  there  has  been  in  the  evidence  and  arguments 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants  some  confusion  between  the 
heat  applied  to  the  outside  of  the  retort  and  the  heat  of 
the  materials  within.  There  has  been  a  great  conflict  of 
evidence,  but  the  result  of  a  careful  review  and  estimate 
of  the  evidence  leaves  my  mind  satisfied  that  Young's 
specification  has  given  the  proper  directions,  and  described 
the  proper  gradation  and  limit  of  the  temperature,  up  to 
and  not  exceeding  a  low  red  heat  on  the  outside  of  the 
retort,  for  producing  paraffine  oils  and  paraffine  in  the 
greatest  abundance  which  has  yet  been  obtained. 

On  the  question  of  infringement,  as  well  as  with  refer- 
ence to  the  validity  of  the  patent,  the  defendants  have 
laboured  to  show  by  evidence  that  a  temperature  lower 
than   a  low  red  heat,  and   therefore  not  according  to 
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Young's  specification,  is  that  at  which  they  have  worked, 
and  is  the  best  temperature  for  producing  paraffine  oils 
and  paraffine  in  the  greatest  quantity  and  of  the  best 
quality.     Their  evidence  has  entirely  failed  to  establish 
the  fact  that  they  have  not  used  for  their  mann&cture  the 
same  class  of  coals  and  the  same  gradation   and  limit  of 
temperature  which  Young  describe^^  or  that  a  gradation 
and  limit  of  temperature  lower  than  Young's  is  the  best 
The  evidence  remains  unshaken  on  this  point,  and  on  the 
other  main  points  of  the  case  the  evidence  of  the  plaintif  s 
witnesses  has  been  clear  and  strong,  and  greatly  outweighs 
that  of  the  defendants. 

In  dealing  with  the  case  it  has  seemed  to  me  better  to 
direct  attention  to  what  has  been  said  by  the  witnesses  of 
the  defendants. 

One  of  these.  Dr.  Taylor,  admitted  that  there  are  manj 
chemical  substances  produced,  not  in  abundance,  bat  in 
small  quantities,  which,  if  they  could  be  produced  in  lai^ge 
quantities,  so  as  to  be  merchantable  commodities,  woaU 
be  highly  valuable.  This  is  the  proposition  which  seems 
to  be  at  the  root  of  the  -plaintiff's  case.  In  the  case  of 
monopolies,  Lord  Coke  says  (a)  that  all  monopoly  patents 
were  void  both  by  common  law  and  the  statute,  unless  they 
were  granted  to  the  introducer  of  a  new  trade  or  engine. 
The  words  of  the  statute  of  James  the  First  are,  "  The 
sole  working  or  vending  of  any  manner  of  new  manufaC' 
turea  within  this  realm,  to  the  true  and  first  inventor  and 
inventors  of  such  manufactures." 

Mr.  Fernie,  one  of  the  defendants,  has  adduced  in  eri- 
dence  a  passage  from  the  work  of  an  eminent  American 
chemist,  Dr.  Antisell,  who  holds  an  important  position  in 
the  Patent  Office  of  the  United  States  of  America,  b 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  Young  has  obtained  a  patent  in 
the  United  States  for  his  manufacture.  This  book  contains 
a  short  history  of  the  manufacture  of  paraffine  oils  and 
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p  ara£5ne;  and  it  gives  the  following  extract  from  a  pub- 
lication by  Reicbenbach  in  1854  : — "  So  remained  paraf- 
fine  until  this  hour^  a  beautiful  item  in  the  collection  of 
chemical  preparations,  but  it  has  never  escaped  from  the 
rooms  of  the  scientific  man."  Something,  therefore,  re- 
mained to  be  ascertained,  in  order  to  the  useful  application 
of  this  article  for  economical  and  commercial  purposes. 
This  illustrates  the  important  distinction  between  the  dis- 
coveries of  the  merely  scientific  chemist  and  of  the  practi- 
cal manufacturer  who  invents  the  means  of  producing  in 
abundance,  suitable  for  economical  and  commercial  pur- 
poses, that  which  previously  existed  as  a  beautiful  item  in 
the  cabinets  of  men  of  science. 

What  the  law  looks  to  is  the  inventor  and  discoverer 
who  finds  out  and  introduces  a  manufacture  which  supplies 
the  market  for  useful  and  economical  purposes  with  an 
article  which  was  previously  little  more  than  the  ornament 
of  a  museum. 

It  has  been  established  to  my  satisfaction,  by  the  evi- 
dence in  this  cause^  that  the  plaintiff  Young  is  an  inventor 
of  this  class,  and  that  his  patent  is  entitled  to  the  protec- 
tion of  the  law.  I  find  that  he  has  ascertained,  by  a 
course  of  laborious  experiments,  a  particular  class  of 
materials  among  many,  and  a  particular  process  among 
many,  which  has  enabled  him  to  create  and  introduce  to 
the  public  a  useful  manufacture^  which  amply  supplies  the 
market  with  that  which,  until  the  use  of  the  materials,  and 
process,  and  temperature  indicated  by  him,  had  never  been 
supplied  for  commercial  purposes.  At  the  date  of  his 
patent  something  remained  to  be  ascertained  which  was 
necessary  for  the  useful  application  of  the  chemical  dis- 
covery of  paraffine  and  paraffine  oils.  This  brings  it 
within  the  principle  stated  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the 
late  case  of  Hill  v.  Evans. 

The  manu&cture,  with  the  materials  and  process 
indicated  by  him^  according  to  the  sense  in  which  I 
understand  the  word  '^  manufacture "  to  be  used  in  the 
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statute,  was  a  new  manufacture,  not  in  use  at  the  date  of 
his  patent. 

The  principle  upon  which  the  present  ease  should  be 
decided  is,  to  my  mind,  so  clear  that  it  is  unnecessary  to 
examine  the  cases  cited  by  the  defendants'  counsel.    In- 
ventions in  mechanics  are  as  widely  different  from  inventions 
in   economical   chemistry  as  the  laws  and  operations  of 
mechanical  forces  differ  from  the  laws  of  chemical  affinities, 
and  tfte  results  of  analysis  and  experiment  in  the  compara- 
tively infant  science  of  chemistry,  with  its  boundless  field 
of  undiscovered  laws  and  undiscovered  substances.    This 
observation,  as  applied  to  reported  cases,  will  strike  the 
mind  of  every  lawyer  who  has  even  a  slight  elementary 
knowledge  of  both  sciences.     But  if  it  had  been  necessary 
to  examine  the  authorities,  there  are  to  be  found  in  them 
some  propositions  as  to  what  amounts  to  a  publication,  and 
whether  the  use  of  a  lock  of  peculiar  and  improved  con- 
struction upon  a  gate  is  notice  to  the  public  of  the  natare 
of   the    improvement,    which    would     perhaps    deserve 
serious  consideration.     It  is  not,  I  think,  the  habit  of 
mankind  to  go  about  examining  the  construction  of  the 
locks  on  their  neighbours'  doors  or  gates.     Even  the  few 
men    endowed   with    an   honest  curiosity   in   examining 
mechanical  inventions  would  probably  not  be  anxious  to 
be   found   taking   models  of  their  neighbours'  locks,  or 
prying  into  the  exact  construction  of  fastenings  intended 
to  protect  private  property  against  the  whole  body  of  the 
public. 

But  whatever  may  be  the  correct  view  of  the  law  on 
that  subject,  the  principle  which  seems  to  me  to  govern 
the  present  case  is  broad  and  clear.  Twice  already  has 
the  validity  of  this  patent  been  established  before  tribunals 
of  high  authority — first,  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of 
England  and  an  English  jury ;  next,  before  the  Lord 
President  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  and  a  Scotch 
jury.     All  the  most  important  parts  of  the  evidence  before 
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me  were  laid  before  these  tribunals.    I  recognise  in  the         I864, 
Lord  President's  charge  to  the  jury  a  just  view  of  the  law.        youno 
If  my  own  mind  had  not  been  well  satisfied  upon  it,  I        fernie. 
should  have  hesitated  long  before  I  ventured  to  dissent 
from  these  two  decisions. 

The  conclusion  is,  that  I  find  in  favour  of  the  plaintifis 
Qpon  all  the  four  issues,  and  there  must  be  a  decree  in 
bvour  of  the  plaintiffs,  with  costs  to  be  taxed  and  paid  by 
the  defendants. 

His  Honour  subsequently  directed  an  account  and  inquiry 
n  the  usual  terms. 


ED  WARDS- WOOD  v.  BALDWIN. 


1S63. 
Dec.  3. 


X  HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  ^"^^lafntl^ 
iction  at  law  which  had  been  commenced   on  a  bond,  who  while 

lodging  at  an 

dated  the  19th  of  December,  1862.  hotel,  and 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  William  Edwards-  m^executeda 
Wood,  being  the  owner  of  large  estates  near  Warwick,  ^^^  ^^^ 
in     the    year    1856     commenced    making   various   im-  looo/.  payable 

J      I.      •         1  ^    !_•  •     at  six  month*' 

provements   on  his  property,  and,   having   let    his  resi-  date,  to  secure 
denee,  went  to  reside  at  the  hotel  kept  by  the  defen-  ^Tadvali^ed 
dant,  Leonard   Baldwin,   at  Warwick,  and  continued  to  for  the  plaintiff 

for  hotel 

reside  there  until  the  month  of  March,  1862.  During:  that  charges,  the 
pcnriod  the  plaintiff  was  often  absent  from  the  hotel,  and  undertaking 
Yob  servant  often  remained  there  to  superintend  the  works  ^ors^n  the 
^hich  were  in  progress  upon  the  estates^  and  the  defen-  accounts,  the 
dant,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  frequently  paid  money  for  restrained  an 
or  on  account  of  the  plaintiff  for  wages,  rates,  and  other  on  th"  boncT, 
matters,  and  at  various  other  times  made  advances  of  '^e  plaintiff 

<..•»«««/  »,  giving  judg- 

money  to  the  plaintiff,  who,  as  he  alleged^  made  advances  n^ent  for  the 

amount  of  the 
VOL.    IV.  S  S  claim. 
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and  payments  to  the  defendant  by  cheques  and  otherwise 
to  the  amount  of  800/.  and  upwards. 

In  December^  1862,  the  plaintiff  was  suffering^  under 
acute  inflammation  of  the  lungs ^  which  confined  him  to  liis 
bed  for  twelve  weeks,  and  being  in  a  dangerous  state  and  not 
expected  to  live,  his  medical  man  gave  strict  orders  that  he 
should  not  be  disturbed.  Notwithstanding  this,  on  the  19tli 
of  December,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  the  plaintiff's  senraot 
came  into  plaintiff's  bedroom  and  told  him  that  the  deftn- 
dant  (Baldwin)  and  Mr.  Smith,  his  solicitor's  clerk,  desired 
to  see  him.     They  were  admitted,  and  Mr.  Smith  immedi- 
ately said  he  had  come  relative  to  the  defendant's  accoant, 
that  the  defendant  had  no  wish  to  put  the  plaintiff  to  sbj 
inconvenience,  but  that  he  (Smith)  had  arranged  to  get 
the   defendant  some  pecuniary  accommodation,  and  to 
enable  him  to  carry  that  out  he  had  brought  with  him  a 
bond  for  1000/.^  payable  in  three  months.     The  plaintiff 
could   only  speak  in  a  whisper,  but  he  objected  to  the 
shortness  of  the  period.     Upon  this  Smith  said  he  would 
make  the  bond  for  six  months  and  for  1000/.,  but  tint 
Baldwin  should  give  to  the  plaintiff  a  memorandam,  so 
that  the  bond  should  stand  as  a  security  for  so  much  as 
should  be  found  due  on  the  delivery  of  Baldwin's  cash 
accounts,    which   Smith  promised  should  be  made  oot 
forthwith   and    delivered    to    the    plaintiff.      Mr.  Smitk 
added  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  free  access  to  the 
defendant's  books  to  satisfy  him  of  what  was  the  balance 
really  due.     The  plaintiff  then  signed  the  document  fn- 
sented  to  him  by  Smith,  and  Smith  wrote  and  gave  to  the 
plaintiff  a  memorandum,  signed  by  the  defendant,  is 
follows : — 

''  19th  December^  ISOS. 

"  Mr.  William  Edwards-Wood  having  this  day  giveo 
me  a  bond  to  settle  all  accounts  which  I  have  against  hiiD» 
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[  promise  to  rectify  any  error  which  may  be  found  in  such        ^^\ 
lecounts,  if  any. 


"Leonabd  Baldwin." 


Edwards- 
Wood 

V, 
BALDWiir. 


It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  no  debtor  and  ere-  istatement, 
liter  account  was  rendered  by  the  defendant,  but  in  . 
January  the  defendant's  solicitor  wrote  demanding  pay- 
[nent  of  the  amount  secured  by  the  bond,  and  the  plain- 
tiff not  having  replied  to  the  communication,  the  defen- 
lanfs  solicitor  sent  a  second  and  more  peremptory  letter 
iemanding  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest. 

The  plaintiff  having  promised  a  speedy  settlement,  and 
that  the  account  should  be  investigated  immediately,  went 
to  Warwick  on  the  30th  June,  and  saw  the  defendant, 
but  was  not  permitted  to  see  the  accounts. 

On  the  7th  July,  in  reference  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  to    • 
see  the  accounts,  the  defendant  wrote  as  follows : — 

"  You  have  the  bills  in  your  possession.  I  cannot 
therefore  allow  my  books  to   be  inspected  without  just 


cause. 


99 


The  plaintiff  again  went  to  Warwick  to  inspect  the 
books,  but  without  success. 

On  the  11th  July,  1863,  the  defendant  commenced  an 
action  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  due  and  interest 
at  five  per  cent. 

The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all 
sums  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  of  all 
sums  paid  and  advanced  by  the  defendant  to  or  on  account 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  all  sums  paid  and  advanced  by  the 
plaintiff  to  or  on  account  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
balance  due  on  such  several  accounts  might  be  ascertained, 
the  plaintiff  being  ready  and  willing  to  pay  any  balance 
which  should  be  found  due  from  him  to  the  defendant. 
The  bill  further  prayed  that  the  bond  might  stand  as  a 

B  B  2 
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security  for  the  amount  of  such  balance  as  might  be  found 
due,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  further  prose- 
cution of  the  action. 

The  defendant  in  his  affidavit  denied  that  the  plaintiff 
had  ever  made  any  advance  of  money  to  him,  and  said 
the  only  sums  which  he  had  received  were  in  payment  of 
accounts  rendered.    He  denied  that  it  had  been  agreed 
that  the  bond  should  stand  only  as  a  security  for  so  mach 
as  should  be  found  due  on  delivery  of  his  cash  accounts, 
and  he  alleged  that  at  the  interview  in  December,  1862, 
the  plaintiff  admitted  that  he  had  received  the  accoants, 
but  had  not  had  time  to  look  over  them,  though  he  had 
no  doubt  they  were  correct,  and  that  he  must  ask  the 
defendant  to  give  him  a  memorandum  that  if  he  (the 
plaintiff)  found  any  error  it  should  be  rectified.    The 
defendant  further  deposed  that  he  thereupon  gave  the 
plaintiff  the  memorandum  above  mentioned.      He  also 
stated  that  fiilly  detailed  accounts  had  been  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  prior  to  the  date  of  the  bond,  amounting  to 
1025/.  3^.  7(2.,  and  that  it  was  understood   that  there 
should  be  two  other  small  accounts  furnished,  amounting 
to  18Z.  19^.2(2.,  making  together  the  sum  of  10442.  2s,  9d, 
He  deposed  further  that  at  the  time  the  bond  was  gi?en 
he  (the  defendant)  held  bills  of  exchange  given  by  the 
plaintiff  for  170/.  and  300/.  which  had  been  dishonoured, 
and  one  for  600/.  which   had   not  arrived  at  matoritj, 
making  together  1070/.,  all  of  which  had  been  given  up 
when   the  bond  was  executed.     The  defendant  deposed 
that  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  lOISilt 
with  interest  on  the  bond,  and  that  such  sum  was  due  for 
hotel  bills  extending  from  the  4th  February,  1859,  to  the 
6th  October,  1862,  and  for  270/.  cash  lent  and  advanced 
to  the  plaintiff  since  the  4th  February,  1859. 


Arguments 


Mr.  Molina  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor,  for  the  motion,  con- 
tended that  there  was  here,  on  the  defendant's  own  showing 
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such  a  complicated  account  as  could   only  be  properly 
taken  in  this  Court. 

Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  JB.  Hawkins  opposed  the  motion 
and  contended  that  there  was  no  equity  on  which  this  bill 
could  be  sustained.  The  claim  of  the  defendant  was  a 
simple  money  demand,  viz.,  a  claim  for  the  amount 
of  the  plaintiflf 's  bill  for  hotel  charges  and  for  money 
lent.  It  was  a  common  money  demand,  and  if  this  bill 
could  be  supported  every  tradesman  might  be  dragged  into 
a  Chancery  suit  for  requiring  payment  of  his  bill,  or,  if  he 
were  so  inclined,  might  involve  any  customer  in  a  Chan- 
cery suit  to  obtain  payment.  There  was  no  pretence  for 
any  proceedings  in  this  court ;  there  was  nothing  com- 
plicated in  the  nature  of  the  transaction;  there  was 
nothing  fiduciary  in  the  relation  of  the  parties,  no 
question  of  agency — in  short,  there  was  no  motive  for  this 
suit  but  to  delay  payment  of  a  just  demand. 

They  cited  Phillips  v.  Phillips  (a)  and  Smith  v.  Le- 
veaux{b). 

The  Vioe-Chancellob  : — 

The  injunction  asked  for  must  be  granted.  This  is  not 
a  case  where  the  receipts  and  payments  are  all  on  one 
side,  for  the  plaintiff  has  received  moneys  from  the  defen- 
dant, and  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defen- 
dant has  received  not  only  moneys,  but  also  bills  of 
exchange.  The  observations  made  by  Lord  Justice 
Turner  (overruling  Vice-Chancellor  Wood)  in  the  case  of 
Phillips  V.  Phillips  certainly  do  not  appear  quite  recon- 
cilable with  decisions  in  other  cases.  But,  even  according 
to  the  view  taken  by  the  Lords  Justices  in  the  recent  case 
of  Smith  V.  Leveaux,  nothing  was  said  to  cover  a  case  like 
the  present,  where  the  defendant  in  his  own  affidavit  has 
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introduced  a  long  and  confused  statement  of  complicated 
transactions  in  which  there  were  receipts  and  payments 
upon  both  sideS)  as  to  which  the  defendant  does  not  say 
that  any  vouchers  were  produced  and  signed  to  show  that 
an  account  had  been  settled  and  signed  between  the 
parties. 

It  is  also  a  very  unfavourable  feature  in  the  case  of  the 
defendant  that,  contemporaneously  with  the  bond  given  by 
the  plaintiff,  a  memorandum  was  signed  by  the  defendant 
and  given  to  the  plaintiff,  the  language  of  which,  though 
equivocal,  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  an  assurance 
tha^  the  bond  was  given  as  a  security,  and  contemplated  a 
further  investigation  of  the  accounts.  The  natural  con- 
struction of  the  language  of  that  memorandum  is,  that 
the  bond  was  certainly  given  as  a  security  for  what  should 
be  found  due  after  an  investigation  of  the  accounts,  in 
which  errors  might  appear,  and  when  the  balance  had 
been  adjusted  for  which  it  should  stand  as  a  security. 
Even  if  the  language  does  not  bear  that  construction,  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  the  memorandum  did  not  contem- 
plate that  an  opportunity  should  be  given  to  the  plaintiff 
to  point  out  any  errors  in  the  account,  no  vouchers  having 
been  at  any  time  given  by  the  defendant,  but  merely  bills 
of  the  current  expenses  of  the  plaintiff  at  his  hotel,  which 
the  defendant  had  offered  to  give  to  the  plaintiff. 

All  that  is  not  enough  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  that 
to  which  upon  the  transactions  on  both  sides  he  is  entitled, 
namely,  an  investigation  of  the  accounts.     As  to  the  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction,  nothing  has  yet  been  done  by  any  Act 
of  Parliament  to  take  away  from  this   Court  its  inherent 
jurisdiction  to  deal  with  such  a  case  as  this.    The  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  an  injunction,  but  he  must  give  judgment  for 
the   whole  amount  claimed   by  the   defendant,  and  the 
defendant  must  submit  to  such  order  as  this  Court  may 
direct, 
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CAREW  V.  COOPER.  ^^^^ 

Dec.  5  j*  8. 

was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  to  dis-  The  statateB 

of  the  46  Geo. 

I  injunction  which  had  been  granted  by  the  Court,  3,  c.  69,  &  47 

application  of  the    plaintiff,  the  executor  of  a  c.25,^do'not 

Master,  restraining  the  defendant  from  receiving  l^^^^^^ 

ion  and  annuity.  *>y  ^e  go- 

Temment  of 

lefendant,  Charles  Cooper,  was  formerly  a  major  India  to  miii- 
srvice  of  the  East  India  Company,  and  under  the  ^iSyl^Trn 
r  Act  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  106),  which  was  passed  in  '"^^^^  ^*^^  J^l? 

^  ^  "  *  purpose  of  the 

•ecame  an  officer  in  the  service  of  Her  Majesty.       Indian 
le  31st  December,  1861,  he  retired  on  his  colonel's  Thcreibrean 
',  which  consisted  of  a  pension  of  450/.  per  annum  ^"offi^er"?'' 
/.  deducted  for  the  military  fund),  and  of  an  annuity  *^®  service  of 
.  per  annum,  payable  under  an  order  made  by  the  India  Com- 
py  of  State  for  India  in  council,  which  was  pub-  Snder  ^1^' 
n  the  Gazette  for  the  12th  August,  1857.     The  J'gsgfbedm; 
rected  that  certain  annuities,  at  the  rates  therein  «  colonel  in 

the  Queen's 

led,  be  offered  to  lieutenant-colonels  and  majors^  service  and 
Stood  regimentally  in  the  cavalry  and  infantry  of  penston^'of  "* 
•e  presidencies,  in  addition  to  the  pensions  to  which  ^^h  *"^,*" 

^  *  annuity  of 

ght  be  entitled  under  the  regulations  of  the  service.  200/.  per 

J   «     J      .        ,.  .        ,  .  .     .  ,    annum,  and 

le  defendant  retiring  his  commission  was  granted  afierwards 

in  pursuance  of  the  statute  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  4)  ^^^  ^*'° 

i    "An    Act    to    enable    Her  Majesty    to   issue  security  for  a 

ssions/'  and  was  as  follows : —  valid. 


toria,  by  the  grace  of  God,  &c.  To  our  trusty  and 
oved  Charles  Cooper,  Esq,,  greeting.  We,  reposing 
trust  in  your  loyalty,  iic.,  do^  by  these  presents, 
ite  and  appoint  you  to  have  the  honorary  rank  of 
in  our  army  from  the  31st  December,  1861^  and 
lereby  give  and  grant  you  fiiU  power  and  authority 
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i8Gd.        to  command  and  take  your  rank  accordingly,  &c.    Given 
Carbw       at  our  Court  at  St.  James's,  &C.9  this  8th  day  of  Jane, 
1862." 


r. 
Cooper. 

Statement, 


Prior  to  April,  1862,  an  action  had  been  brought 
against  Colonel  Cooper  by  Major  W.  Master,  and  a  ver- 
dict recovered  against  him  for  a  sum  of  2813/.  10«.  Sd, 
for  principal  moneys  and  costs. 

On  the  30th  April,  1862^  Colonel  Cooper  assigned  to 
Major  Master  the  annual  sum  of  100/.^  part  of  the  said 
pension  of  450/.  (less  40/.)  and  annuity  of  200/.,  for  a 
period  of  eleven  years,  if  the  assignor  should  so  long  live. 
The  said  indenture  also  contained  a  power  of  attorney  to 
Major  Master,  to  use  the  name  of  Colonel  Cooper,  and  in 
his  name  to  demand,  sue  for,  and  give  receipts  and  dis- 
charges for  the  said  annual  sum  of  100/.  in  quarterly  pay- 
ments. 

Notice  of  this  assignment  was  on  the  28th  May,  1862, 
served  on  the  Secretary  of  State  for  India,  in  reply  to 
which  notice  the  following  letter  was  received : — 

'*  India  Office,  S.W.,  17th  June,  1862. 
"  Gentlemen, — I  am  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  India  in  council  to  acquaint  you,  with  reference  to  the 
notice  of  assignment  by  Colonel  C.  Cooper  of  a  portion 
of  his  pension  to  Major  Whalley  Master,  lodged  by  you 
at  this  office,,  that  assignments  of  military  pensions  are 
not  recognised  by  this  department,  but  that  these  pensions 
are  paid  either  to  the  officers  to  whom  they  were  granted, 
or  to  their  duly  constituted  attorneys. 

"  I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant, 

*^J.  Cosmo  Melvill." 

On  the  12th  October,  1862,  Major  Master  died,  having 
appointed  the  plaintiff  his  executor. 

An  instalment  of  25/.  fell  due  in  February,  1863,  and 
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not  being  paid,  the  plaintiff  filed  this  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  his  security  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  receiving  the  pension. 

The  defendant  on  the  18th  July  last  was  adjudicated 
a  bankrupt,  and  the  official  assignee,  Mr.  H.  H.  Cannan, 
was  appointed  official  assignee  and  was  subsequently 
made  a  cjefendant.  No  creditors'  assignee  had  been 
appointed^  On  the  15th  of  October  he  obtained  his 
discharge. 

When  the  motion  came  on,  on  the  5th,  the  official 
assignee  had  not  been  served,  and  it  stood  over  to  allow 
such  service  to  be  made. 
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Mr.  Roxburgh  now  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 
It  had  been  settled  by  a  series  of  decisions  in  this  court 
that  by  the  47  Geo.  3,  sess.  2,  c.  25,  s.  4  (which  was 
identical  with  the  46  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  s.  7),  an  assignment 
of  a  military  pension  was  absolutely  null  and  void :  Lloyd 
v.  Cheetham(a).  It  was  contended  that  this  Act  was 
confined  to  pensions  of  officers  in  the  Queen's  service,  and 
that  the  defendant  did  not  come  within  that  class,  and 
Hedld  v.  Hay  (i)  was  relied  on,  but  that  very  case  pointed 
out  the  distinction.  In  Heald  v.  Hay  the  officer  was  not 
in  the  Queen's  service,  and  the  pension  had  been  granted 
by  the  East  India  Company  before  the  passing  of  the 
21  dli^  22  Vict.  c.  106,  but  in  the  present  case  before  this 
pension  was  granted  Colonel  Cooper  became  an  officer  in 
Her  Majesty's  service,  and  as  such  became  entitled  to  his 
retiring  pension.  It  was  submitted^  therefore,  that  this 
case  was  within  the  authority  of  Lloyd  v.  Cheetham,  that 
the  distinction  it  had  been  attempted  to  take  between  the 
two  cases  failed,  and  that  the  injunction  must  be  dissolved. 

The  retiring  pension  of  an  Indian  officer  does  not  pass 
to  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy.  Gibson  v.  The  East  India 
Company  (c).  Statutes  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  106,  ss.  39,  43, 

(a)  3  Giff.  171.        (h)  3  Giff.  407.        (c)  o  Bii^g.  (N.  C.)  eO'i. 
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56,  58,  and  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  134,  s.  134,  were 
referred  to. 

Mr.  Malina  and  Mr.  Bagshawe  for  the  plaintiff  and 
Mr.  H.  Stevens  for  a  second  incumbrancer  were  not 
called  on. 

The  Vicb-Chancelloe  : — 

The  two  sections  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  which  hare 
been  referred  to — the  7th  section  of  the  46  Geo.  3,  c.  69, 
and  the  4th  section  of  the  47  Geo.  3,  c.  25 — are  peremp- 
tory enactments  annulling  assignments  of  militaiy  pay 
and  military  pensions^  upon  the  ground  of  public  policy. 
So  highly  does  the  law  estimate  the  principle  of  public  policy 
upon  which  these  sections  proceed  that  even  at  common  law 
it  has  been  decided  [Flarty  v.  Odium  (a),  and  Lidderdak 
V.  The  Duke  of  Montrose  (b)]  that,  independently  of  these 
enactments,  an  assignment  of  the  half-pay  of  a  military 
officer  is  invalid^  and  can  confer  no  right  whatever  upon  the 
assignee.  That  has  been  decided  on  grounds  of  public  policy, 
the  payment  being  made  to  retain  the  services  of  a  person 
who  has  been  in  the  employment  of  the  Government,  bat 
who  has  ceased  to  be  actively  employed  in  its  service. 

If  I  had  discovered  any  ground  for  importing  these 
enactments,  or  for  carrying  this  principle  of  law  so  far  as 
to  reach  assignments  of  all  pensions  and  pay,  inclnding 
the  pension  and  pay  now  in  question,  I  should  certainly 
have  hesitated  very  long  before  I  did  anything  to  sanction 
the  validity  of  any  assignment  of  the  pay  or  pension  of 
any  officer  in  the  service  of  the  Crown. 

But  the  question  here  is,  whether  or  not  the  pay  and 
pension  which  the  defendant  Colonel  Cooper  clainos  are 
pay  and  pension  of  the  kind  to  which  these  enactments 
apply.  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  are  not  within  these 
enactments.  The  pay  and  pension  in  question  proceed 
not  from  a  grant  of  the  Crown,  or  of  money  to  be  paid 

(a)  3  T.  R.  681.  (b)  4  T.  R.  248. 
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throngh  the  office  of  the  Paymaster-General,  or  of  any- 
thing which  is  inclnded  in  the  army  estimates,  or  which  is 
nnder  the  control  of  Parliament  in  that  shape.  They 
proceed  from  funds  of  an  entirely  different  character. 

By  the  General  East  India  Act  of  1858  all  the 
revenues  and  property  of  the-  East  India  Company  were 
taken  out  of  the  control  of  that  company,  and  were  placed^ 
not  upon  the  same  footing  as  the  revenues  of  England, 
but  upon  an  entirely  different  footing.  That  Act  of  Par- 
liament, sec.  39,  enacts  that  they  are  to  be  vested  in  Her 
Majesty,  not  for  the  purposes  of  the  general  government 
of  this  country,  but  to  be  disposed  of,  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act,  for  the  purposes  of  the  government  of 
India.  That  is  the  special  purpose  of  this  enactment,  and 
the  39th  section  of  the  Act  of  1858  is  followed  by  a  series 
of  enactments,  commencing  with  the  41st  and  ending  with 
the  55th,  all  of  which  relate  to  the  revenues  of  India.  So 
far  from  the  funds  out  of  which  this  pension  is  granted 
and  all  the  funds  which  are  under  the  control  of  the 
Indian  Council  for  the  purposes  of  the  government  of 
India  being  regulated  by  Parliament,  the  parliamentaiy 
control  is  only  preserved  by  the  53rd  section,  which 
requires  that  the  government  of  India  shall  lay  before 
Parliament  in  every  session  an  account  of  the  way  in 
which  they  have  employed  their  revenues  for  the  purposes 
of  the  government  of  India.  It  seems  plain  that  the 
statutes  of  the  46  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  and  the  47  Geo.  3,  c.  25, 
do  not  apply  in  any  degree  to  pay  or  pensions  granted  by 
the  government  of  India,  or  to  pay  or  pensions  granted  to 
any  military  person  whose  conduct  is  regulated  by  the 
government  of  India,  or  who  is  employed  in  services  in 
India  for  the  purposes  of  the  Indian  government.  It  is 
very  true  that  the  Act  of  1858  was  passed  for  purposes 
entirely  different  from  financial  purposes ;  that  it  was 
passed  to  preserve  a  direct  control  in  the  Crown  over  the 
officers  employed  in  the  army  of  India,  and  to  regulate 
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the  discipline  of  the  Indian  anny  under  the  power  of  tlie 
Grown  as  a  superintending  power,  instead  of  under  the 
East  India  Company  as  a  superintending  power — that  is 
to  say,  the  Act  makes  every  officer  in  the  Indian  army 
hold  his  commission  from  the  Queen.     But  those  officers 
of  the  Indian  army  who  hold. their  commissions  from  the 
Queen   as  this    gentleman  does,   as   appears    from  the 
commission,  are  not  paid  by  the  Crown   in  the  sense 
in  which   the   British  army  is   said  to   be  paid  by  the 
Crown,  which  receives  the  money  voted  by  Parliament 
through  the  army  estimates.     The  Acts  of  the  46  Greo.  3, 
c.  69,  and  the  47  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  seem  to  apply  only  to  pay 
received  from  the  Crown  out  of  the  revenue  voted  by  Par- 
liament.    It  was  thought  necessary,  in  order  to  enforce 
that  principle  of  public  policy  to  which  I  have  alluded^ 
that  Parliament  should  peremptorily  enact  the  nullity  of 
all  assignments  of  the  half-pay  and  pensions  of  officers 
who  were  in  the  service  of  the  Crown,  as  contemplated  by 
those  two  Acts  of  Parliament.     It  might  have  been  a 
very  wise  thing  to  import  these  enactments  into  the  Act  of 
1858,  for  the  regulation  of  the  Indian  army.     But  I  find 
that  Parliament^  although  speaking  in  1858  decidedly  as 
to  that  which  is  properly  the  British  army,  and  not  the 
army  of  India^  and  as  to  moneys  which  are  paid  under 
the  direct  control  and  by  the  direct  vote  of  Parliament,  is 
yet  silent  as  to  any  such  enactments  as  those  above  men- 
tioned, and   that  this   principle   of  public   policy  is  not 
embodied  in  an  express  enactment.     I  can  only  consider, 
therefore,  that,  probably  for  wise  reasons,    it  was  not 
thought  proper  or  necessary  to  apply  these  enactments  lo 
officers   who   derive    their    pay   and   pensions  from  the 
revenues  of  the  government  of  India,  and  who  are  not,  like 
the  British  army,  paid  through  the  medium  of  the  Pay- 
master-General.    Therefore  I  cannot  see  that  the  East 
India  Act  of  1 858,  or  the  circumstance   of  this  gentle- 
man's commission  being  granted  by  the  authorities  at 
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the  Horse  Guards  and  signed  on  behalf  of  the  Queen^  1863. 
and  not  by  the  East  Indian  authorities,  affects  the  ques-  carei 
tion  of  the  assignment  by  him  of  his  pension  and  coope 
annuity.  That  question  must  be  decided  by  reference 
to  the  funds  out  of  which  it  comes,  and  whether  Par- 
liament has  imposed  any  fetters  upon  the  alienation  of 
any  pension  and  annuity  so  received.  I  find  no  warrant 
for  saying  that  an  instrument  which  contains  such  a 
power  of  attorney  is  null  and  void  under  the  opera- 
tion of  those  two  sections  of  the  two  Acts  of  Geo.  3. 
Mr.  Melvill  has  stated  that  it  is  mentioned  in  the 
order  905  of  1861  that  these  payments  are  in  respect  of 
these  two  items,  *' retired  pay  2 5«.  per  diem,  and  special 
annuity  of  200/."  The  expression  *' special  annuity"  is  not 
to  be  found  in  the  Acts  of  46  &  47  Geo.  3  which  have 
been  referred  to.  This  is  only  a  small  circumstance,  but 
it  shows  that  the  pension  and  annuity  now  in  question  are 
not  regulated  by  the  46  &>  47  Geo.  3,  and  do  not  proceed 
from  such  a  source  as  to  be  within  the  operation  of  those 
two  Acts  of  Parliament.  I  cannot  therefore  dissolve  this 
injunction,  and  I  must  refuse  the  motion.  The  costs  to 
be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Mr.  Bacon  appeared  for  Mr.  Cannan,  the  official 
assignee,  and  asked  for  the  costs  of  his  appearing. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — I  do  not  think  there  has  been 
that  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  official  assignee  to  entitle 
him  to  his  costs.] 
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Where  a  1  HIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintifi^,  a  creditor  of  Joseph 

debtor  gave        r^  * 

authority  by  Gledhill,  deceased,  praying  for  a  declaration  that  he  was 
creditor  to*  entitled  to  certain  wool  and  the  proceeds  thereof  as  against 
take  certain      ^jjg  defendants,  and  was  entitled  to  retain  the  proceeds  for 

goods,  passing  '  _  *^ 

by  delivery,      his  own  benefit.     The  bill  also  asked  for  an  injunction  to 

and  sell  them,  .  .  i  .  i      •      i    i  i    t       i 

and  out  of  the  restrain   an   action  which    had   been  commenced  by  the 
reuhf  h1s^°       defendants  against  the  plaintiff  and  for  the  costs. 
d«bt-.ireW,         The  bill  alleged  that  Joseph  Gledhill,  late  of  Ashby,  in 

tnac  me 

creditor  *  the  county  of  Lincoln^  cattle  dealer,  became  indebted  to 

admi"ni8trator  the   plaintiff,  Gcorgc  Gurnell^  a  farmer,  in   the  sum  of 

J^^^^^jf^®^^^  21SL  10s.,  on  account  of  the  proceeds  of  certain  cattle  and 

such  goods  to  stock  which  he  had  sold  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 

the  extent  of        ,  ,  * 

his  claim.         tiff,  and  also  for  money  lent  to  him  by  the  plaintiff.    The 

said  Joseph  Gledhill  previously  to  July^  1862,  had  par- 
chased  of  a  Mr.  Bradley  certain  wool,  for  which  he  paid 
the  sum  of  I40Z.  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase-money, 
leaving  a  balance  due  to  Bradley.  The  wool  was  allowed 
to  remain  on  Bradley's  premises.  On  the  27th  July, 
1862,  Joseph  Gledhill,  being  then  about  to  leave  home  to 
attend  a  cattle  fair,  requested  the  plaintiff  during  his 
absence  to  superintend  the  weighing,  packing,  and  delivery 
of  the  above-mentioned  wool,  which  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  do.  The  balance  due  to  Bradley  was  75/.,  and  the 
plaintiff  informed  Bradley  that  the  wool  was  going  to  be 
sold,  and  that  he  should  then  receive  such  balance. 

The  wool  was  forwarded  to  Doncaster  by  a  barge 
belonging  to  the  defendant  John  Gardner,  who  was  a 
wharfinger,  and  was  landed  at  his  wharf.  The  plaintiff 
had  employed  Joseph  Gledhill  to  sell  some  cattle  for  him 
at  the  above-mentioned  fair,  which  Gledhill  accordingly 
did,  and  received  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 
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Paragraph  9  of  the  bill  was  as  follows: — **  On  the  morn- 
ing of  Saturday,  the  2nd  August,  1862,  the  plaintiff  had 
an  interview  with  the  said  Joseph  Gledhill,  who  had  then 
'  only  just  returned  from  the  said  fair  in  Yorkshire,  at  his 
residence,  and  the  said  Joseph  Gledhill  informed  the 
plaintiff  (as  the  facts  were)  that  he  had  sold  the  plaintiff's 
said  beasts,  and  that  one  Chatterton  had  got  his  money 
(meaning  thereby  that  he,  Joseph  Gledhill,  had  paid 
away  the  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  plaintiff's 
cattle  to  Chatterton);  and  the  said  Joseph  Gledhill,  being 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  in  consideration 
of  the  said  debt  of  218Z.  10^.,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  to  the  plaintiff  the  payment  of  part  of  such  debt, 
and  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intention  of  assigning 
and  making  over  the  said  wool  to  the  plaintiff^  and  of 
vesting  such  wool  in  the  plaintiff,  then  said  to  the  plaintiff, 
•  There  is  the  wool  which  has  gone  to  Doncaster.  Go  and 
sell  that  wool,  pay  Bradley  the  balance  due  to  him  on 
such  wool,  and  keep  the  remainder  yourself.'" 

At  the  time  of  this  interview  the  said  Joseph  Gledhill 
was  ill  in  bed,  but,  as  the  bill  alleged,  he  knew  perfectly 
well  what  he  was  doing.  The  plaintiff  did  not  see 
Joseph  Gledhill  again,  as  he  died  in  the  night  of  the  2nd 
August,  1862.  On  the  following  Monday,  the  4th 
August,  the  plaintiff  went  to  Joseph  Gledhill's  residence, 
and  there  met  Bradley  and  one  of  Joseph  Gledhill's  bro- 
thers, who  told  him  that  he  was  not  to  sell  the  wool  for 
the  present  The  plaintiff,  however,  and  Bradley  went 
to  the  defendant  Gardner's  wharf  at  Doncaster  and  claimed 
the  wool.  They  did  not  then  see  the  defendant  Gardner, 
but  they  were  then  informed  that  a  brother  of  Joseph 
Gledhill  had  given  directions  to  Gardner  to  keep  the  wool 
and  not  to  let  it  go  out  of  his  possession. 

On  the  5th  August  the  plaintiff  and  Bradley  again 
went  to  the  wharf  of  the  defendant  Gardner,  took  pos- 
session of  the  wool,  and  sold  it  at  the  wool  fair  at  Doncas- 
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ter  for  213/.  On  the  same  day  the  plsdntiff  paid  to  Bradley 
the  balance  of  757.  which  was  dne  to  him,  and,  after  pay- 
ing the  freight  and  wharfage,  kept  the  balance  in  part 
satisfaction  of  the  debt  due  to  him  by  Joseph  Gledbill. 

It  appeared  that  Joseph  Gledhill  died  intestate^  and  on 
the  11th  November,  1862,  letters  of  administration  were 
granted  to  his  brothers,  John  and  James  Gledhill,  the 
present  defendants.  They  required  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
over  to  them  the  amount  received  by  him  in  respect  of  the 
wool)  which  he  declined  to  do. 

In  March  last  an  action  was  commenced  against  the 
plaintiff  by  the  defendant  Gardner,  who  held  the  proceeds, 
as  stakeholder^  to  recover  the  sum  of  216/.  4«.  for  94^ 
tods  of  wool. 

On  the  15ih  April  the  plaintiff  filed  this  bill  as  assignee 
in  equity  for  value  of  the  wool,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  retain  the  moneys  produced  by  the  sale  thereof. 

The  plaintiff  agreed  to  give  judgment  in  the  sum  of 
218/.  4«.,  but  on  condition  that  no  execution  should  issue 
on  such  judgment  until  the  8th  May,  1863^  so  that  the 
rights  of  all  the  parties  should  be  determined  by  this  Conrt 

On  the  24th  April,  1863,  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  made 
the  following  order: — 


"  Upon  hearing  the  attorneys  or  agents  on  both  sides,  and 
by  consent,  I  do  order  that  upon  payment  of  218/.  4«.,  being 
the  debt  and  damages  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff 
for  which  this  action  is  brought,  being  2/.  for  damages  on  the 
count  for  trespass,  and  216/.  is.  on  the  money  counts  and 
costs  to  be  taxed  and  paid  on  the  8th  May  next,  the  plain- 
tiff being  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  for  the  said  debt  and 
damages  and  costs  forthwith,  all  further  proceedings  io 
this  cause  be  stayed;  and  I  fiirther  order  that,  in  case 
default  be  made  in  payment  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  issue  execution  for  the  whole  amount 
remaining  unpaid  at  the  time  of  such  default^  with  costs 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 

3f  execution,  sheriffi;'  poundage,   officers'  fees^   and  all 
3ther  incidental  expenses,  whether  by  fi,  fa.  or  ca,  «a." 

On  the  24th  April,  1863,  the  defendant  Gardner's 
solicitor  sent  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitors  a  copy  of  the 
above  order,  with  the  following  letter : — 


629 

1863. 

GORNBLL 
V, 

Qardnbr. 
Statement, 


tc 


Gardner  v.  Gumell. — Enclosed  I  send  you  copy  order 
to  stay  herein,  which  it  is  expressly  understood  shall  not 
in  any  way  prejudice  the  rights  of  either  party  in  the  suit 
in  Chancery." 


It  was  admitted  that  nothing  was  due  to  the  defendant 
J.  Gardner  for  freight  or  wharfage,  or  otherwise,  in 
respect  of  the  said  wool.  The  defendants  John  and 
James  Gledhill  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds,  as 
personal  representatives  of  Joseph  Gledhill,  deceased, 
and  the  action  at  law  was  brought  by  the  defendant 
Gardner  as  a  mere  stakeholder,  at  their  instigation  and 
request. 

The  defendant  Gardner  on  the  22nd  April,  1863, 
demurred  to  the  plaintiff's  original  bill  (which  was  filed 
against  him  alone),  for  want  of  equity,  on  the  ground 
that  John  and  James  Gledhill  ought  to  have  been  made 
parties* 

The  plaintiff  submitted  to  the  demurrer,  and  obtained 
the  common  order  to  amend.  The  defendant  Gardner 
had  signed  judgment  in  the  action,  and  threatened  to  issue 
execution  upon  the  judgment  on  the  8th  May. 

Certain  pencil  memoranda  as  to  the  weight,  &c.,  of  the 
wool,  and  purporting  to  give  authority  to  the  plaintiff  to 
take  ity  came  out  of  the  plaintiff's  possession,  and  the 
plaintiff  in  his  affidavit  said  they  were  given  to  him  by 
the  intestate  at  the  interview,  but  this  was  disputed. 

VOI-.    IV.  T  T 
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Mr.  JfaKns  and  Mr.  Fielding  Nalder  opened  the  case 
for  the  plaintiff,  but  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Mr.  Bacon  (with  whom  were  Mr.  (7.  T.  Simpson  and 
Mr.  Sterling),  for  the  defendants,  contended  that  the 
alleged  assignment  by  parol  from  Joseph  Gledhill  to  tbe 
plaintiff  was  inoperative.  Not  being  accompanied  by  de- 
livery of  possession,  it  would  have  passed  for  nothing  even 
had  Joseph  Gledhill  been  living.  At  most  it  was  an  autho- 
rity to  do  something  which  was  revoked  by  his  death. 

This  was  assuming  the  case  made  out  by  evidence,  bat 
the  only  evidence  was  the  plaintiff's  oath  in  his  own 
fevour. 

They  cited  Lepard  v.  Vernon  (a)  and  WaUon  t. 
King  (J). 

The  Vice-Chancelloe  : — 

Upon  the  question  of  fact  I  think  the  plaintiff^  on  the 
weight  of  evidence,  must  be  considered  as  having  proved 
what  is  alleged  in  the  ninth  paragraph  of  his  bill.  Bat 
the  important  question  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  law.  I 
should  have  considered  that  an  equitable  lien  can  be 
created  by  parol,  and,  subject  to  what  has  been  said  upon 
the  case  of  Lepard  v.  Vernon,  it  seems  to  me  that  if  what 
the  intestate  said  to  the  plaintiff  had  been  put  into  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  intestate,  it  would  have  been  a  per- 
fectly valid  equitable  assignment,  and  it  would  have 
created  an  equitable  lien  wholly  irrevocable  by  the  death 
of  Joseph  Gledhill. 

What  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Lepard  v.  Venum  was 
this,  that  where  there  is  a  bare  power  of  attorney  to 
receive  a  debt  not  accompanying  any  assignment  of  it, 
although  given  by  a  written  instrument  under  the  hand 


(a)  2  Yep.  &B.  68. 


(b)  4  Campb.  272. 
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and  seal  of  the  person  giving  it,  it  is  no  more  than  a 
naked  authority,  and  that  authority  is  clearly  revoked  by 
death.  The  authority  there  given  cannot  be  said  to  have 
been  by  parol.  I  asked  whether  Sir  W,  Grant,  in  the 
case  of  Lepard  v.  VernDn^  said  anything  to  show  that  if 
the  power  had  embodied  a  declaration  that  it  was  given  to 
enable  the  creditors  to  apply  the  money  to  their  debt  (of 
which  there  was  parol  evidence  in  the  case)  it  would  not 
have  operated  as  against  the  general  creditors  of  the 
debtor,  and,  as  I  expected,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
could  not  say  that  he  did.  I  find  no  warrant  for  departing 
from  the  decision  in  Lepard  v.  Vernoriy  nor  for  saying  that 
if  what  passed  by  parol  had  been  incorporated  into  the 
written  instrument  Sir  W.  Grant  would  not  have  felt 
himself  bound  to  hold  that  the  right  of  the  person  claiming 
under  the  power  of  attorney,  coupled  with  the  declaration, 
would  have  prevailed. 

In  this  case  everything  was  by  parol.  The  words  are 
clear ;  and  that,  coupled  with  the  conduct  of  the  intestate, 
amounts  to  the  creation  of  a  valid  equitable  lien.  It 
seems  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  resist  the  plaintiff's  claim 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  nothing  in  writing.  I  know 
no  law  which  says  that  a  valid  equitable  lien  cannot  be 
created  by  parol,  and  the  conclusion,  if  these  premises  be 
josty  is  inevitable,  that  where  all  things  are  by  parol  and 
associated  together  for  the  purpose  of  giving  an  authority, 
where  all  is  one  transaction^  and  the  power  and  the  pur- 
pose are  coupled  together  by  the  sakne  evidence,  they 
operate  to  confer  a  valid  right  which  this  Court  is  bound 
to  enforce.  At  the  same  time  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
the  case  is  free  from  difficulty. 

I  wish  it^  however^  to  be  understood  that  if  what  is 
alleged  in  the  9th  paragraph  of  the  bill  had  been  put  into 
writing  und  signed  by  the  intestate,  I  think  it  would  have 
given  a  right  to  the  plaintiff  which  the  defendants,  the 
administrators,  could  not  have  successfully  resisted.  Upon 
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the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  a  declaration  that  he  has  an  equitable  right 
to  the  proceeds  of  the  wool. 

I  shall  make  no  order  as  to  costs.  The  plaintiff  has 
established  his  equitable  lien,  but,  having  seized  and  forci- 
bly taken  possession  of  the  property  as  against  the  1^ 
right  of  the  person  in  whose  custody  it  was  placed,  I  can- 
not give  him  any  costs. 


18^. 
Nov,  \9th. 

Where  the 
plaintiff  com- 
posed certain 
tales  for  the 
defendant  for 
publication  in 
the  London 
Joumaly  of 
which  he  was 
the  proprietor 
— JJeW,  that 
the  subsequent 
publication  of 
such  talei  in  a 
weekly  sup- 
plementary 
number,  for 
sale  with  or 
without  the 
current  num- 
ber, was  a 
**  publication 
separately  " 
within  the 
meaning  of 
the  18th  sec- 
tion of  6  &  6 
Vic.  c.  45. 


SMITH  V.  JOHNSON. 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  pab- 
lishing  in  a  supplementary  number  of  the  London  Journal 
certain  tales,  without  the  plaintiff's  consent,  or  the  consent 
of  his  assigns,  which  the  plaintiff  had  written  for  the 
London  Journal, 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  London  Journal  is  a  weekly 
periodical,  consisting  of  tales  of  which  a  part  of  one  or 
more  appears  in  each  number.  In  or  about  the  year  1849 
the  plaintiff  composed  for  the  London  Journal  three  tales, 
called  "Ulrich  the  Saxon,"  «  The  Heiress,"  and  "Cromwell, 
or  the  Protector's  Oath,"  which  were  comprised  under  the 
common  title  of  "  The  Chronicles  of  Stanfield  Hall,"  and 
were  published  in  the  London  Journal  in  the  same  year. 
On  that  occasion  the  plaintiff  did  not  assign  or  relinquish 
to  the  said  proprietors  of  the  London  Journal  any  of  tbe 
rights  which  are  granted  or  reserved  to  authors  by  hw. 

The  defendants,  the  present  proprietors  of  the  LondM 
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Journal,  wwe  now  publishing  weekly  what  they  called  a         ises. 
supplementary  number  of  the   London   Journal,  which       Smith 
might  be  had  with  or  without  the  current  number  of  the     johnsok. 
London  Journal^  and  containing  each  week  parts  of  several 
tales.     In  the  supplementary  number  for  Saturday,  27th 
June,  1863,  there  was  commenced  a  re-publication  of  the 
tale  called  "  Ulrich  the  Saxon,"  under  the  title  of  "  *  Stan- 
field  Hall,'  by  John  Frederick  Smith,  Esq.,"  and  that  re- 
publication had  been  continued  by  the  appearance  of  a 
further  part  of  the  same  tale  in  each  succeeding  supple- 
mentary number.     In  the  headings  of  the  supplementary 
number  there  was  printed  in  capital  letters,  "  A  Re-issue 
of  John  Frederick  Smith's  best  Tales, '  Stanfield  Hall,' 
Ac." 

The  plaintiff  deposed  that  he  had  never  given  his  consent 
to  this  re-publication  of  these  tales,  but,  as  he  contended, 
held  all  his  rights  in  respect  of  the  tales  comprised  under 
the  title  of  '«  Stanfield  Hall,"  in  trust  for  Messrs.  Fetter 
&  Galpin,  of  La  Belle  Sauvage  Yard.  Those  gentlemen 
on  the  6th  November  instant  wrote  to  the  defendants,  re- 
questing them  to  discontinue  forthwith  the  re-publication 
of  the  said  tales,  which,  however,  they  refused  to  do.  The 
bill  alleged  that  the  defendant  threatened  and  intended  to 
continue  the  re-publication  of  these  tales  in  the  said  supple- 
mentary numbers  of  the  London  Journal. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  re-publication  was  a 
separate  publication  within  the  meaning  of  the  Copyright 
Amendment  Act,  5  &  6  Vic.  c.  45.  Section  18  was  as 
follows : — 

''  And  be  it  enacted,  that  when  any  publisher  or  other 
person  shall,  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  have  projected,  conducted,  and  carried  on,  or  shall 
hereafter  project,  conduct,  and  carry  on,  or  be  the  pro- 
prietor of  any  encyclopaedia,  review,  magazine,  periodical 
work,  or  work  published  in  a  series  of  books  or  parts,  or  any 
book  whatsoever,  and  shall  have  employed  or  shall  employ 
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any  persons  to  compose  the  same,  or  any  volumes,  parts, 
essays,  articles,  or  portions  thereof  for  publication  in  or  as 
part  of  the  same,  and  snch  works,  volumes,  parts,  essays, 
articles,  or  portions  shall  have  been  or  shall  hereafter  be 
composed  under  such  employment,  on  the  terms  that  the 
copyright  therein  shall  belong  to  such  proprietor,  projector, 
publisher,  or  conductor,  and  paid  for  by  such  proprietor, 
projector,  publisher,  or  conductor^  the  copyright  in  every 
such  encyclopedia,  review,  magazine^  periodical  work,  and 
work  published  in  a  series  of  books  or  parts,  and  in  every 
volume,  part,  essay,  article,  and  portion  so  composed  and 
paid  for,  shall  be  the  property  of  such  proprietor,  projector, 
publisher,  or  other  conductor,  who  shall  enjoy  the  same 
rights  as  if  he  were  the  actual  author  thereof,  and  shall 
have  such  term  of  copyright  therein  as  is  given  to  the 
authors  of  books  by  this  Act.  Except  only  that  in  the 
case  of  essays,  articles,  or  portions  forming  part  of  and  first, 
published  in  reviews,  magazines^  or  other  periodical  works 
of  a  like  nature,  after  the  term  of  twenty-eight  years  from 
the  first  publication  thereof  respectively,  the  right  of  pub- 
lishing the  same  in  a  separate  form  shall  revert  to  the 
author  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  given  by  this  Act: 
provided  always,  that  during  the  term  of  twenty-eight 
years  the  said  proprietor,  projector,  publisher,  or  conductor 
shall  not  publish  any  such  essay,  article,  or  portion  sepa- 
rately or  singly,  without  the  consent  previously  obtained  of 
the  author  thereof,  or  his  assigns." 


Arffument.  Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Westlake^  for  the  motion,  contended 
that  this  was  clearly  a  separate  publication.  It  was  called 
a  supplementary  number,  but  was  for  sale  singly,  and  wss 
described  as  a  re-issue  of  the  plaintiff's  works. 

They  cited  Mayhew  v.  MaocweU  (a)  and  The  Bishop  af 
Hereford  v.  Griffin  (6). 


(a)  IJ.  &  H.  312. 


{h)  16  Sim.  190. 
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Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  Speed  for  the  defendant. 

This  is  not  a  violation  of  copyright,  because  the  plaintiff 
cannot  publish  the  stories  in  question  himself.  It  is  a 
mere  re-publication  as  of  the  defendants'  periodical,  with  a 
simple  difference  in  the  order.  If  this  motion  could  be 
maintained  this  would  be  the  necessary  result,  that  the 
proprietor  of  a  magazine  could  not  reprint  his  publication 
if  he  varied  the  arrangement  in  any  way.  Such  was  not 
the  true  construction  of  the  Act,  which  merely  prohibited 
a  publisher  from  publishing  an  article  which  had  ap- 
peared in  his  magazine  out  of  and  unconnected  with 
the  work  in  which  it  first  appeared.  These  defendants 
were  not  attempting  to  do  anything  of  the  kind  contem- 
plated by  the  Act. 

Secondly,  the  application  came  too  late.  The  plaintiff  or 
his  cestui  que  trust  had  lain  by  for  a  year,  allowing  the 
iefendants  to  make  all  their  arrangements,  and  now  came 
forward  at  the  last  moment  to  harass  the  defendants.  It 
nras  submitted  that  the  motion  must  be  reiused. 
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The  Vice-Chakoellor  :— 

The  proviso  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  prohibits 
ei  publication  ^'  separately  and  singly  "  is  a  proviso  intended 
for  the  benefit  and  protection  of  authors.  This  Court  in 
previous  cases  has,  and  I  think  wisely,  construed  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Act  so  as  to  afford  that  protection  which  was 
ulearly  intended  by  the  Legislature ;  and  that  protection 
being  intended,  it  is  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  give  the 
relief  now  asked.  In  the  case  cited  before  the  Vice-Chan- 
jelloT  of  England  (^The  Bishop  of  Hereford  v.  Griffin)  it 
was  said  in  argument  that  the  meaning  of  the  proviso, 
taken  with  the  whole  clause,  is  not  to  vest  a  copyright  in 
the  proprietors  or  publishers  of  a  periodical  work,  but 
simply  to  give  them  a  licence  to  use  the  matter  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose.  That  was  the  view  adopted  by  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  of  England ;  that  was  the  view  subsequently 
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1863.        adopted  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood ;  and  that  is  the  view 

Smith       which,  upon  the  construction  of  the  language  of  the  Act, 

joHwsoN.     fortified  by  these  authorities,  I  feel  myself  bound  to  take. 

The  first  part  of  the  clause  contemplates  a  publication 
of  works,  called  periodical  works,  in  parts,  and  it  contem- 
plates the  labour  which  authors  bestow  in  composiDg 
literary  works  which  are  to  be  published  as  portions  of 
those  parts.  The  words  *'  parts  and  portions  "  occurring 
in  this  clause  are  extremely  significant,  and  fully  justify 
the  view  which  this  Court  has  taken  in  previous  cases. 

Keeping  in  view  this  principle  of  construction — that  the 
Act  of  Parliament  was  intended  to  give  a  licence  only  to 
the  proprietors  of  periodical  works  purchasing  and  paying 
for  a  literary  composition  to  be  published  as  a  part  or 
portion  of  a  periodical  work — the  construction  of  the  words 
in  the  proviso  which  prohibit  them  from  publishing  these 
parts  or  portions  which  '^  alone  "  are  the  property  of  the 
author — from  publishing  these  portions  *'  separately  and 
singly,"  seems  reasonably  plain.  <^  Publishing  separately" 
must  mean  publishing  separately  from  something.  What 
is  that  "  publishing "  which  the  Act  of  Parliament  sajs 
shall  not  be  separately  made  ?  It  must  be  the  publishing 
of  the  part  or  portion  separately  from  that  which  has  been 
before  published.  That  is  the  view  which  has  been  pre- 
viously taken,  and  the  language  in  the  case  of  Mayhew  f . 
Maxwell  was  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  should  be 
prohibited  from  publishing  the  literary  work  then  in  ques- 
tion otherwise  than  as  part  of  the  Christmas  number  of 
the  Welcome  Guest.  Now,  that  Christmas  number  was  a 
thing  called  a  "part"  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  which 
describes  these  periodical  works  as  being  published  in  a 
series  of  parts  and  numbers.  The  Christmas  number  is 
part  or  portion  of  the  other  composition.  The  order  of 
this  Court  peremptorily  prohibited  the  defendant  Maxwell 
from  publishing  it  separately  from  the  other  part  or  num- 
ber. 
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What  has  the  defendant  in  this  case  done  T  He  has  1863. 
acquired,  under  the  first  clause  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  smith 
an  actual  property  in  this  literary  composition^  which  is 
called  "  The  Stanfield  Hall  Tales,"  published  in  portions 
or  parts  of  a  certain  periodical  work.  The  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment says  the  publishers  shall  not  publish  these  portions 
separately  from  those  parts  for  the  publication  of  which 
they  have  obtained  a  licence  already.  What  they  have 
done  is  to  print  the  portions  already  published  of  those 
antecedent  parts  in  what  is  called  a  supplementary  number, 
and  which  may  be  purchased  with  or  without  the  number 
in  which  the  "  portions  "  were  originally  published.  That 
is  a  separate  publication — separate  from  the  **  part "  in 
which  it  was  originally  published.  To  reprint  in  numbers 
which  may  be  had  with  or  without  the  concurrent  number 
of  the  work  is  an  act  not  permitted  by  the  Legislature. 

As  to  the  argument  that  the  plaintifi^  has  forfeited  the 
right,  there  is  scarcely  any  pretence  for  it.  But  it  is  said 
that  it  will  be  more  convenient  to  allow  the  publication  to 
go  on,  and  keep  an  account  of  the  profits.  That  is  a 
matter  for  the  parties  themselves  to  decide.  The  plaintifiT 
is  entitled  to  an  injunction. 

As  to  the  other  argument,  that  this  is  a  publication 
conjoined  with  other  works,  it  cannot,  in  my  opinion^  be 
maintained. 
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Feb,  28, 
March  1,2, 4, 
6,  &7. 

The  assent 
which  is 
necessary  to 
the  Talidity 
of  an  agree- 
ment in  this 
court  most  be 
an  assent,  un- 
inflaenced  by 
any  power 
which  the  one 
party  may 
have  of 
operating  on 
the  fears  of 
the  other: 
therefore 
where  an 
agreement  was 
executed  by 
the  one  party, 
the  plaintiff, 
under  a  threat 
by  the  other 
that  the  plain- 
tiff's son 
would,  other- 
wise, be  in- 
dicted for 
forgery  it  was 
set  aside  with 
costs. 

Where 
the  plaintiff's 
main  and 
influencing 
purpose  for 
entering  into 
the  agreement 
was  to  relieve 
his  son  from 
exposure, 
disgrace,  and 
ruin,  the  inter- 
vention of 
other  circum- 
stances or 
collateral 
advantages  to 
himself  are  not 
enough  to 
sustain  the 
agreement  in 
this  court. 


BATLEY  V.  WILLIAMS. 


Ti 


HE  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  a  coalmaster  at 
Knowle,  in  the  county  of  Warwick^  praying  that  it  might 
be  declared  that  two  agreements,  dated  respectively  the 
20th  and  22nd  April,  1863,  and  the  securities  thereby 
created  on  the  Tipton  Colliery  and  certain  other  propeitf 
of  the  plainti£F,  were  obtained  by  the  defendants  firom  the 
plaintiff  by  undue,  improper,  and  illegal  pressure  and 
influence,  and  without  consideration,  except  forbearance  to 
institute  criminal  proceedings  against  the  plaintiff's  son, 
and  that  the  said  agreements,  &c.,  were  given  as  part 
of  an  arrangement  for  compounding  a  felony.  The  UIl 
also  prayed  for  delivery  up  of  the  said  securities,  and  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  proceeding 
at  law. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  a  firm  of 
bankers  at  Wednesbury,  Staffordshire,  and  were  also  magis- 
trates for  the  county.  Mr.  Thursfield,  who  took  an  active  part 
in  the  transactions  impeached,  is  a,  solicitor  and  acting 
clerk  to  the  magistrates  at  petty  sessions  held  at  Wednes- 
bury.     The  plaintiff  is  a  coalmaster,  and  also  a  farmer,  at 
Knowle,  and  was  entitled  in  fee  simple  in  possession  to 
the  Tipton  Meadow  Colliery.     He  began  life  as  a  working 
collier,   and,  being  a   man   of   little  education^  left;  his 
accounts  and  correspondence  to  the  care  of  W.  W.  Wilkes, 
who  was  accustomed  to  answer  all  business  letters,  keep 
all  the  accounts,  and  make  all  entries  in  the  bill  book  and 
ledgers.     The  plaintiff  himself  rarely  answered  business 
letters.     For  many  years  he  kept  a  banking  account  with 
the  defendants,  keeping  a  large  balance,  which  at  the  date  of 
the  agreements  amounted  to  6600/. 

The  plaintiff  was  sixty-seven  years  of  age.  William 
Bayley,  one  of  his  adult  sons,  had  for  many  years  been  in 
business  as  a  coal  and  coke  merchant  at  West  Bromwich 
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where  he  resided  with  his  wife  and  seven  children,  and 
was  assisted  in  his  business  by  his  brother  James  Bayley, 
who  was  also  adult.  William  Bayley  had  for  many  years 
purchased  large  quantities  of  coal  from  the  plaintiff,  who 
had  originally  established  him  in  business  and  had  advanced 
and  paid  large  sums  on  his  account,  and  large  sums  had 
been  due  for  some  years  on  an  account  current  for  coal 
supplied;  and  at  the  time  of  the  transactions  impeached  by 
this  bill  William  Bayley  owed  and  had  owed  for  some 
time  to  the  plaintiff  about  3500Z.  for  coal  purchased,  for 
moneys  lent,  and  for  rent.  The  plaintiff  had  for  some 
years  previously  been  in  the  habit  of  accepting  payment 
from  his  son  in  his  own  bills  or  the  bills  of  others  received 
by  him.  Such  bills  were  endorsed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendants,  and  discounted  by  them,  and  the  proceeds 
carried  to  the  plaintiff's  account.  William  Bayley  also  kept 
a  separate  account  of  his  own  with  the  defendants  in  respect 
of  his  own  business,  with  which  the  plaintiff  had  nothing 
to  do.  He  had  been  very  irregular,  and  in  1862  the 
plaintiff  had  been  compelled  to  sue  him^  since  which  time 
he  had  had  little  personal  communication  with  him ;  but 
all  matters  of  business  were  conducted  through  the 
plaintiff's  clerk  or  solicitors. 

At  the  request  of  William  Bayley,  the  plaintiff,  more 
than  two  years  before  the  transactions  hercinafler  referred 
to,  endorsed  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  forthe  ac- 
commodation of  William  Bayley,  whose  father-in-law,  Pitt> 
was  originally  a  party  to  such  bill,  which  was  renewed  many 
times.  In  January,  1863,  the  plaintiff  received  from  the 
defendants  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  or  note  of 
William  Bayley,  and,  believing  it  to  relate  to  the  bill  or  note 
so  endorsed,  and  having  no  notion  of  anything  being  wrong, 
the  plaintiff  directed  Wilkes,  his  clerk,  to  forward  the 
notice  to  William  Bayley,  which  was  done,  and  William 
Bayley  promised  to  provide  for  it,  and  a  few  days  after 
Mr.  Deakin,  the  defendants'  manager,  informed  the  plaintiff 
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that  William  Bayley  had  taken  up  the  bill,  and  the  plaintiff 
made  no  further  inquiry  about  it,  and,  except  so  far  as  it 
was  referred  to  in  the  answer,  was  ignorant  whether  that 
bill  was  the  one  endorsed  by  him. 

The  bill  stated  that,  except  as  to  the  one  bill  which  he 
had  so  endorsed  and  the  other  bills  received  from  William 
Bayley  in  payment  for  coal,  the  plaintiff  never  drew, 
endorsed,  or  accepted  any  bill  or  note,  at  the  request  or 
for  the  accommodation  of  his  son,  or  to  which  he  was  a 
party.  He  once  or  twice  received  intimation  tbat  bills  eor 
dorsed  by  him  had  been  dishonoured,  but  he  believed  them 
to  be  some  of  the  bills  received  from  William  Bayley,  and 
they  were  always  provided  for  without  his  being  called  upon 
to  pay  them.  The  bill  alleged  that,  save  as  therein  stated, 
the  plaintiff  never  authorised  or  sanctioned  the  signature  of 
his  name  to  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  bjr 
William  Bayley,  and  never  knew  until  they  told  him  that 
the  defendants  claimed  to  hold  any  bill  or  note  drawn,  en- 
dorsed, or  accepted  by  him  for  the  accommodation  of  ^^1- 
liam  Bayley^  or  that  his  (plaintiff's)  name  had  been  foi^. 

The  bill  also  stated  that  on  the  17th  April,  1863,  as  the 
plaintiff  was  getting  into  a  train  at  Wednesbury,  Mr. 
Deakin^  the  manager  of  the  defendants'  bank,  came  up  and 
showed  him  a  piece  of  paper  folded  up,  with  what  purported 
to  be  the  plaintiff's  signature  written  upon  it,  and  asked 
him  if  it  was  his  signature,  to  which  plaintiff  replied  that 
it  was  not  The  train  was  on  the  point  of  starting,  and 
there  was  no  time  for  further  explanation.  Subsequentl; 
William  Bayley  came  to  the  plaintiff  and  confessed  that 
he  had  forged  his  name  to  a  bill,  which  had  been  discounted 
by  the  defendants,  and  pressed  the  plaintiff  not  to  adnoit  or 
disown  the  signature,  but  to  say  that  the  bill  should  be 
taken  up  in  a  day  or  two.  The  plaintiff,  however,  refused. 
The  next  afternoon  the  plaintiff  and  another  of  his  sons 
called  on  Mr.  Deakin,  who  told  them  that  William  BayVs 
liabilities  to  the  bank  upon  bills  or  notes  endorsed  with 
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the  plaintifF's  name  were  serious^  but  if  he  would  act 
properly,  and  his  friends  would  back  him,  all  might  be  kept 
right.  The  plaintiff  stated  that  he  had  never  given  his 
name  to  any  bill  except  one  which  had  run  out.  Deakin 
then  said  that  there  were  bills  to  the  amount  of  between 
6000/.  and  7000/.  bearing  the  plaintiff 's  endorsemen||  The 
plaintiff  was  astounded,  and  said  that  it  was  out  of  his 
power  to  save  his  son.  The  defendant  Henry  Williams 
then  came  into  the  bank,  and  appeared  to  be  well  aware  of 
the  fects,  and  stated  that  William  Bayley  ought  not  to 
absent  himself,  or  his  business  and  credit  would  suffer,  and 
that  he  understood  he  had  a  great  deal  of  property,  enough 
to  cover  the  liability,  or  nearly  so,  and  all  that  was  required 
was  security.  He  added,  "  Well,  it  is  one  of  those  un- 
fortunate afiairs  tbat  are  to  be  looked  upon  in  a  business 
light.''  A  meeting  was  then  arranged  at  the  bank.  The 
bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  and  Deakin  well  knew 
that  the  alleged  endorsements  were  forgeries  by  William 
Bayley,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  negotiations  proceeded 
on  that  footing,  nor  did  the  defendants  insist  that  the 
plaintiff  was  liable  on  the  bills. 

In  pursuance  of  an  appointment,  the  plaintiff,  William 
Bayley,  and  his  brother  T.  A.  Bayley  went  to  the  defendants' 
bank,  where  they  saw  the  defendant  Philip  Williams  and 
Mr.  Deakin.  What  took  place  on  this  occasion  was  stated 
in  the  eleventh  paragraph  of  the  bill,  which  was  as  follows : — 

"  A  great  number  of  promissory  notes  were  produced^ 
amounting,  as  the  defendant  Philip  Williams  stated,  to 
about  6700/.  The  said  Philip  Williams  asked  the  said 
William  Bayley  who  wrote  the  plaintiff's  name  endorsed 
on  the  bills,  and  the  said  William  Bayley  replied  that 
he  had  done  so  himself  vidth  his  own  hand^  and  the  said 
defendant  then  made  an  observation  in  the  following  words, 
or  to  the  following  effect : — *  The  reason  why  I  ask  you  is 
this,  you  might  have  employed  some  one  to  do  it,  and  the 
person  who  did  this  might  do  more,  and  we  should  never 
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be  safe.'  And  the  said  William  Bayley  then  aasiired  At 
said  defendant  that  he  had  himself  written  the  plaintiff's 
name,  and  the  said  defendant  then  asked  the  said  WilliaB 
Bayley  whether  he  knew  the  consequences,  and  osedwoidi 
to  the  following  effect : — '  Young  man,  do  yoa  know  tkii 
is  transBortation  T  And  the  said  William  Bayley  relied  as 
follows : — '  If  I  am  transported  twenty  times,  I  will  Dot 
deny  my  handwriting.'  Much  discussion  took  place  it 
the  said  meeting  as  to  the  state  of  affidrs  of  the  said  W^ 
liam  Bayley.  A  statement  of  his  property  was  pniiaod 
and  carefully  gone  through  and  commented  upon  by  At 
defendant  Philip  Williams,  who  said  it  showed  him  to  be 
solvent^  but  on  the  plaintiff  stating  that  the  said  Williaa 
Bayley  owed  him  more  than  3000/.  the  said  Philip  W3- 
liams  saidy  ^That  makes  him  insolvent.'  The  pbdntiir 
then  offered  to  postpone  his  claim  on  William  Bajtef 
until  the  amount  due  to  the  defendants  was  paid,  and  the 
said  William  Bayley  offered  to  give  the  defendants  secozit; 
on  all  he  had.  The  said  Philip  Williams  replied  thst 
William  Bayley's  friends  must  arrange  it,  and  that  the 
defendants  could  not  meddle  with  his  affidrs,  as  it  would 
be  compounding  felony.  The  defendant  Philip  Willianis 
suggested  that  some  one  had  better  fetch  WiUiam  Bay- 
ley's  wife  and  mother-in-law,  Mrs.  Woolley,  to  gife 
information  as  to  William  Bayley's  wife's  interest  in  her 
father's  property,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  wait  it 
Wednesbury  until  they  arrived.  The  defendant  PhiH^ 
Williams  then  left,  and  the  said  William  Bayley  id 
Thomas  Abishai  Bayley  fetched  the  wife  and  mother^ 
law  of  the  said  William  Bayley." 

The  plaintiff  then  went  to  the  office  of  Mr.  Du^tft 
and  informed  him  of  the  result  of  the  meeting,  9si 
requested  him  to  accompany  him  to  the  bank.  On  their 
way  they  met  Mr.  B.  Williams,  who  suggested  that  hi* 
solicitor,  Mr.  Thursfield,  should  accompany  him  to  tk 
bank.    This  was  assented  to,  and  the  plaintiff's 
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requested  Mr.  Thursfield  to  attend.  He  and  Mr.  Duignan 
walked  together  to  the  bank,  and  daring  the  walk  Mr. 
Thursfield  untruly  said  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to 
guarantee  payment  of  the  notes.  On  their  reaching  the 
bank  Mr.  Duignan  told  the  plaintiff  what  Mr.  Thurs- 
field had  just  said,  when  the  plaintiff  at  once  repudiated 
any  promise  to  guarantee  the  notes. 

**  The  plaintiff  and  his  said  solicitor  and  the  said  Thomas 
Abishai  Bayley  went  into  the  bank  parlour,  and  there  met 
the  said  William  Bayley  and  his  wife  Hannah  Bayley.  The 
said  Francis  Deakin^  the  defendant  Henry  Williams^  and 
the  said  Mr.  Thursfield  shortly  afterwards  joined  them 
there,  and  the  plaintiff's  said  solicitor  at  once  stated  that 
the  plaintiff  denied  having  agreed  to  guarantee  the  said 
bills  or  notes,  and  Mr.  Thursfield  said  that  the  defendant 
Philip  Williams  quite  understood  he  had  done  so.  A 
statement  of  the  property  of  the  said  William  Bayley 
was  produced,  and  the  said  Mr.  Thursfield  then  examined 
the  said  William  Bayley  as  to  the  state  of  his  affairs  and 
the  amount  of  his  liabilities,  and  a  long  discussion  took 
place,  and  it  was  well  understood  by  all  the  persons  pre- 
sent^ and  was  admitted  and  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  dis- 
Gossion  and  proposed  arrangements,  that  the  endorsements 
purporting  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the  said  bills 
or  notes  were  all  forgeries  by  the  said  William  Bayley^ 
and  the  total  amount  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  defendants 
as  due  upon  such  bills  was  stated  by  the  said  Mr.  Deakin 
to  be  about  6700/.  At  an  early  period  during  this  discus- 
sion the  said  Mr.  Thursfield  said,  '  It  is  a  very  serious 
matter  for  William  Bayley,'  and  the  defendant  Henry 
Williams  made  an  observation  to  the  same  effect.  The  said 
Mr.  Duignan  said,  '  Oh,  it  is  a  case  of  transportation  for 
life.  There  is  no  doubt  about  that.'  The  said  reply  was  at 
once  made  by  the  said  Mr.  Duignan,  by  way  of  acquiescence 
in  what  he  and  the  plaintiff  then  both  well  understood 
and  believed  was,  and  what  the  plaintiff  believes  and 
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charges  in  fact  was,  the  meaning  of  the  observation  made 
by  the  said  Mr.  Thnrsfield.  The  defendants,  bj  their 
answer^  admit  the  observation  to  have  been  in  fact  made 
by  the  said  Mr.  Thnrsfield.  From  the  position  of  the 
defendants,  as  magistrates,  and  of  the  said  Mr.  Thnrs- 
field, as  their  clerk,  the  meaning  of  the  observation  was 
clear,  and  was  easily  understood,  and  confirmed  the  plaintiff 
in  the  belief  that  unless  the  terms  dictated  by  the  defendants 
were  agreed  on  they  would  institute  criminal  proceedings. 
And  the  plaintiff  believed  the  defendants  could  and  might 
at  any  moment  act  as  magistrates,  and  that  the  said  Wil- 
liam Bayley  might  be  forthwith  arrested  on  the  charge  of 
forgery.  The  plaintiff  stated  that  it  was  astonishing  the 
said  Francis  Deakin  should  take  such  a  number  of  notes 
or  bills  supposed  to  bear  the  plaintiff's  endorsements 
without  giving  the  plaintiff  notice,  or  in  any  way  comma- 
nicating  with  him,  as  the  defendants  and  the  said  Mr. 
Deakin  well  knew  that  the  plaintiff  never  g^ve  or  signed 
bills  of  exchange  or  notes.  The  said  Mr.  Deakin  inti- 
mated that  the  plaintiff  was  to  blame,  for  he  had  given 
the  plaintiff  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  one  bill  in  Janoaiy 
last,  and  had  heard  nothing  from  him ;  and  the  plaintiff 
then  at  once  explained  that  he  had  endorsed  a  promissory 
note  or  bill  for  the  said  William  Bayley,  under  the  circum- 
stances hereinbefore  stated,  and  that  the  same  has  been 
renewed,  but  had  long  since  expired,  and  that  he  beliered 
the  notice  referred  to  that  bill,  and  that  he  had  delivered 
the  notice  to  the  said  William  Bayley,  and  had  heard  and 
thought  no  more  of  it,  and  that  he  had  never  endorsed, 
signed,  or  accepted  any  other  bill  or  note  for  the  said 
William  Bayley." 

Mr.  Duignan  strongly  urged  the  plaintiff  not  to  incur 
any  liability,  but  suggested  other  arrangements,  which, 
however,  were  not  adopted. 

*^  The  defendant  Henry  Williams,  and  the  said  Hr. 
Thnrsfield,  and  the  said  Mr.  Deakin  thereupon  left  tk 
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room  to  consult  privately,  and  shortly  afterwards  the  said 
Mr.  Thursfield  returned^  and  then,  in  a  peremptory  and 
decided  manner,  n^ade  the  following  observation,  or  used 
words  to  the  following  effect : — ^  It  is  of  no  use  beating 
about  the  bush.  We  expect  Mr.  James  Bayley  (meaning 
the  plaintiff)  to  help  his  son  out  of  the  difficulty,  and 
nothing  else  will  do.'  The  plaintiff's  solicitor  said  he 
would  not  permit  the  plaintiff  to  do  more  than  he  had 
offered,  and  the  negotiations  appeared  to  have  closed,  and 
the  said  Mr.  Thursfield  and  Mr.  Duignan  conversed  for  a 
short  time  on  some  other  subject.  Mr.  Duignan  said, 
'Really,  Mr.  Thursfield,  it's  too  bad  for  you  and  I  to  be 
joking  whilst  Mr.  Bayley  is  in  such  jeopardy.'  AN'illiam 
Bayley  said,  *  Oh,  never  mind  me.  I  deserve  to  be  trans- 
ported.' And  the  said  Mr.  Thursfield  said  to  him,  *  Per- 
haps you  may  be  yet.'  The  wife  of  the  said  William 
Bayley,  in  great  distress  of  mind,  then  interposed  and 
pressed  the  plaintiff  strongly  to  save  her  husband  from 
transportation. 

"  The  plaintiff  then  went  to  the  defendant  Henry  Williams 
in  the  bank,  and  accompanied  him  into  Mr.  Deakin's 
house,  which  communicates  with  the  bank,  and  had  an 
interview  with  the  defendant  Henry  Williams  alone.  In 
the  course  of  the  discussion  the  said  Henry  Williams  stated 
it  would  be  a  lamentable  thing  for  William  Bayley  (with 
his  seven  children)  to  be  transported,  and  that  the  amount 
could  nr  doubt  be  realised  out  of  his  estate,  and  that  if  the 
plaintiff  would  guarantee  it  the  matter  might  be  kept 
secret,  and  they,  the  defendants,  would  do  all  they  could  to 
support  him,  the  said  William  Bayley,  but  they  would  take 
nothing  less  than  the  plaintiff's  guarantee,  and  it  must  be 
that  or  transportation.  The  plaintiff  was  ultimately  induced, 
under  the  pressure  of  the  statements  and  circumstances 
aforesaid,  and  in  order  to  save  his  son,  the  said  William 
Bayley,  from  transportation,  to  agree  to  become  security  to 
the  defendants  for  the  amount  which  they  claimed  to  be 
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due  to  them  upon  the  said  promissory  notes  upon  which 
the  plaintiff's  name  and  endorsements  had  been  forged  by 
the  said  William  Bayley;  and  it  was  understood  and 
agreed  by  the  defendants  that^  and  the  plaintiff  understood 
and  believed  that,  in  consideration  of  his  agreeing  to  giye 
security,  all  the  said  promissory  notes  would  be  delivered 
up  to  him,  as  they  in  fact  afterwards  were,  and  that  no 
criminal  proceedings  would  be  taken  against  the  said 
William  Bayley,  and  that  he  would  be  secured  therefirom ; 
and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  become  security  for  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  defendants  upon  the  said  forged  promissory 
notes  solely  upon  this  understanding  and  under  this  belief 
to  which  he  was  led  by  the  statements,  conduct,  acts,  and 
proceedings  of  the  defendants,  or  one  of  them,  and  of  their 
said  manager,  Mr.  Deakin ;  and  but  for  this  agreement  and 
understanding,  and  the  pressure  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff 
would  not  have  agreed  to  become  or  give  security  to  the 
defendants. 

^^  After  the  plaintiff  had  been  induced  to  agree  to  the 
said  arrangement  the  plaintiff's  said  solicitor,  Mr.  Duignan, 
was  called  into  the  room,  and  informed  by  the  plaintiff  of 
what  he  had  agreed  to  do.  The  said  Mr.  Duignan  strongly 
protested  against  any  such  arrangement,  and  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  defendant  Henry  Williams  made  observationi 
to  the  plaintiff  as  follows : — *  Mr.  Bayley,  it's  a  very  wrong 
thing  for  you  to  do.'  And  the  plaintiff,  who  was  greatly 
agitated,  and  was  in  a  state  of  mental  distress  and  excite- 
ment, replied  in  the  words  or  to  the  effect  following:— 
'  What  can  I  do  ?  These  men '  (meaning  the  defendants) 
*  will  have  their  money.  My  children  can  only  strip  n)C 
once,  but  if  I  don't  do  it  it  is  transportation  for  William.' 
The  said  Mr.  Duignan  protested  in  vain,  and  the  said  Mr. 
Duignan,  finding  that  the  pressure  and  influence  brought 
to  bear  on  the  plaintiff  rendered  his  interference  useless, 
stated  that  he  would  take  no  part  in  the  transaction^  and 
would  leave.     The  said  Mr.  Thursfield  requested  die 
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plaintiff's  said  solicitor  to  remain  and  see  the  arrangement         1864. 
carried  out,  but  the  said  Mr.  Duignan  positively  refused  to      Bayley 
have  anything  to  do  with  the  transaction,  and  immediately    Williams. 
left.     The  said  Mr.  Thursfield  and  the  defendant  Henry 
Williams  were  present  and  heard  the  observations  and 
remonstrances  made  by  the  plaintiff's  solicitor. 

"The  plaintiff  was  at  the  time  much  agitated  and 
affected,  and  became  still  more  embarrassed  in  consequence 
of  the  departure  of  the  said  Mr.  Duignan,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  induced  to  consent,  and  consented,  to  the  terms  dictated 
by  the  defendants  and  their  solicitor,  solely  under  the  belief 
that  the  defendants  would  take  criminal  proceedings  against 
the  said  William  Bayley  if  he  refused  to  comply.  And  the 
plaintiff  charges,  and  it  is  the  ffu^t,  that  the  defendants 
availed  themselves  of  the  position  and  mental  distress  of 
the  plaintiff  to  obtain  from  the  plaintiff  an  agreement  to 
become  security  for  the  total  amount  of  all  the  notes  bear- 
ing the  forged  endorsements  of  the  plaintiff's  name^  so  far 
as  the  existence  of  such  bills  or  notes  was  then  commu- 
nicated or  known  to  the  plaintiff. 

"  The  said  Mr.  Thursfield,  after  the  plaintiff's  solicitor 
had  as  aforesaid  leflt  the  said  bank,  then  and  there  prepared 
an  agreement,  which  the  defendants  required  the  plaintiff 
to  sign^  and  the  plaintiff  accordingly  then  and  there  signed 
the  same  without  any  professional  advice  or  assistance,  and 
under  the  influence  of  the  before-mentioned  threat  and 
pressure. 

**  The  said  agreement  was  as  follows : — 

'  Wednesbury  Bank, 

•  20th  April,  1863. 

*  To  Messrs.  Philip  and  Henry  Williams, 
*  Bankers,  Wednesbury. 

*  In  consideration  of  your  consenting  to  give  up  to  me 
the  several  under-mentioned  bills  and  promissory  notes,  I 

U  u  2 
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hereby  charge  all  that  my  colliery  situate  at  Tipton,  in 
the  County  of  Stafford,  and  known  as  the  Tipton  Meadow 
Colliery,  with  the  engines,  fixtures,  and  apparatus  thereto 
belonging,  and  all  other  the  hereditaments  and  premises 
described  in  the  title  deeds  hereinafter  mentioned,  with  the 
payment  to  you  of  7203/.  14^.  6cf.,  being  the  amount  ad- 
vanced by  you  on  the  said  bills  and  notes.  And  I  hereby 
agree  to  pay  to  you  the  said  sum  of  7203/.  14«.  6d^  and 
I  agree  to  deposit  with  you  the  several  title  deeds  and 
writings  relating  to  the  said  Tipton  Meadow  Colliery  by 
way  of  equitable  mortgage  for  securing  payment  to  you  of 
the  said  sum  of  7203/.  14«.  6d:  " 


The  plaintiff  was  required  by  Mr.  Thursfield  to  bring 
his  title  deeds  the  next  day,  and  on  the  22  nd  April,  1863, 
he  delivered  the  title  deeds  of  the  Tipton  Meadow  Colliery 
to  Mr.  Thursfield,  and  signed  documents  prepared  by  him, 
one  of  which  was  as  follows : — 

"  To  Messrs.  Philip  and  Henry  Williams, 
"  Bankers,  Wednesbury. 

"  In  consideration  of  the  sum  of  7203/.  14*.  6d.  already 
advanced  by  you  upon  certain  promissory  notes  beariDg 
my  endorsement,  and  which  promissory  notes  you  hare 
this  day  delivered  up  to  me,  and  in  consideration  of  your 
so  delivering  up  the  said  notes,  I,  James  Bayley,  of  Knowle, 
Warwickshire,  Coal  master  and  Farmer,  hereby  chaige 
all  that  my  colliery  situate  at  Tipton,  in  the  County  of 
Stafford,  adjoining  the  Golds  Hill  Ironworks  of  Messrs. 
Bagnall  and  Sons,  the  mines  and  worlcs  of  Messrs.  Haioes 
and  Underbill,  and  the  mines  and  works  of  John  Bagnall 
and  Sons,  and  called  the  Tipton  Meadow  Colliery,  and 
containing  six  and  a  half  acres  or  thereabouts,  and  now  in 
the  occupation  of  Thomas  Abishai  Bayley,  with  the  mines 
and  minerals  thereunder,  and  the  buildings  of  every  de- 
scription, steam  and  other  engines,  machinery,  fixtures, 
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and  apparatus  thereon,  and  the  appurtenances  thereto,  and 
all  the  hereditaments  and  premises  described  and  comprised 
in  the  title  deeds  and  writings  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
all  my  estate  and  interest  therein,  with  the  payment  to  you 
of  the  said  sum  of  7203/.  14^.  6(2.,  with  interest  thereon 
from  this  day  after  the  rate  of  5Z.  per  centum  per  annum, 
and  which  said  sum  of  7203/.  14^.  6d.  and  interest  I  agree 
to  pay  to  you ;  and  I  now  deposit  with  you  the  title  deeds 
and  writings  mentioned  in  the  schedule  hereto  by  way  of 
equitable  mortgage  of  the  hereditaments  and  premises 
comprised  therein  for  securing  payment  to  you  of  the  said 
sum  of  7203/.  14^.  6d.  and  interest,  and  I  agree,  upon  re- 
quest, at  my  expense  to  execute  to  you  a  legal  mortgage 
of  the  hereditaments  and  premises  hereby  charged,  with 
full  powers  for  selling,  leasing,  and  working  the  said 
colliery,  and  all  other  usual  powers  for  securing  payment 
to  you  of  the  moneys  aforesaid. 

"  Dated  the  22nd  day  of  April,  1863. 

"James  Bayley." 

At  the  foot  of  the  document  was  the  schedule  of  deeds. 
The  other  agreement  also  charged  the  property  with  300/. 
alleged  to  be  due  on  another  forged  note.  On  signing 
these  documents  Mr.  Thursfield  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
the  twenty-four  promissory  notes  mentioned  in  the  schedule, 
and  the  additional  note.  On  the  following  day,  the  plain- 
tiff having  had  time  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  trans- 
actions, consulted  his  solicitor,  who  immediately  wrote  to 
the  defendants  repudiating  the  transactions  as  improper. 
The  defendants  meanwhile  refused  to  honour  his  cheque, 
though  he  had  a  balance  in  his  favour  of  6600/.,  and  shortly 
afterwards  the  plaintiff  filed  this  bill.  The  defendants  there- 
upon commenced  an  action  in  the  Queen's  Bench  upon  the 
agreement. 

In  the  20th  paragraph  of  Mr.  Duignan's  affidavit  he 
deposed  as  follows : — <'  The  whole  negotiation  proceeded 
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1864.        upon  the  footing  that  the  said  notes  were  forgeries  by  the 

Batlbt      said  William  Bayley,  for  which  he  was  liable  to  a  criminal 

Williams.    Prosecution,  and   I  had  not  the  smallest  conception  or 

suspicion  during  the  whole  of  the  said  interview  that  the 

defendants  or  Mr.  Thursfield  regarded  the  transaction  in 

any  other  light," 

Sooii  after  the  execution  of  the  agreements  William 
Bayley  absconded. 

The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  alleged  that  in  the 
action  by  the  plaintiff  against  William  Bayley  the  par- 
ticulars of  demand  showed  a  balance  of  4228/.  Ss.  Zd,j 
less  1220/.  Is.  dc2.,  of  which  sum  about  600/.  was  due  on 
three  bills  of  exchange.  In  the  12th  paragraph  of  the 
answer  they  alleged  that  a  very  large  number  of  bills 
and  notes  to  which  the  said  William  Bayley  was  a  party, 
and  which  purported  to  have  been  endorsed  or  accepted 
by  the  plaintiff,  passed  through  their  bank.  The  answer 
then  referred  to  notices  which  Mr.  Deakin  had  sent  to 
the  plaintiff  of  his  son's  bills  which  bore  the  plaintiff's 
endorsement  being  dishonoured,  alleging  that  as  to  some 
of  them  the  plaintiff  expressed  great  concern.  The  35th 
paragraph  of  the  answer  was  as  follows : — 

"  Shortly  after  the  interview  which  took  place  between 
the  said  Thomas  Abishai  Bayley  and  the  said  Mr.  Francis 
Deakin,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  the  said  Mr.  Francis 
Deakin  went  with  the  said  Mr.  Thursfield,  our  solicitor, 
to  see  this  defendant,  Henry  Williams,  and  this  defendant, 
Henry  Williams,  who  had  previously  been  informed 
by  the  said  Mr.  Bassett  Smith  of  the  first  letter  so  as 
aforesaid  witten  by  the  Birmingham  Town  and  District 
Bank,  and  his  own  interview,  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
expressed  the  belief,  which  he  in  fact  entertained,  that  the 
notes  held  by  our  bank,  if  not  actually  endorsed  by  the 
plaintiff  himself,  had  been  so  endorsed  with  his  consent 
and  authority,  and  this  last-named  defendant  asked  the 
said  Mr.  Thursfield  whether  in  such  case  they  would  be 
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forgeries,  and  the  said  Mr.  Thursfield  told  him  that  they         I86i. 

would  not,  and  this  defendant,  Henry  Williams,  compared      baylbt 

the  endorsement  of  the  plaintiff's  name  on  some  of  the    Williams. 

notes  with   the   signature  of  the  plaintiff  to  one  of  his 

cheques  whieli  had  passed  through  our  bank.     And  this 

defendant,  Henry  Williams,  said,  as  in  fact  was  his  opinion, 

that  he  was  not  satisfied   that   such  endorsements  were 

not  in  the  handwriting  of  the  plaintiff.     Having  regard 

to  this,  it  was  arranged  to  wait  till  it  was  seen  what  steps 

the  said  William  Bayley  and  his  family  took  in  the  matter. 

At  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day  the 

said  Thomas  Abishai  Bayley  came  again  to  our  bank,  and 

then  and  there  saw  the  said  Mr.  Francis  Deakin.     The 

said  Thomas  Abishai  Bayley  then  promised  to  bring  the 

plaintiff  and  the  said  William  Bayley  to   the   said   Mr. 

Deakin's  house  that  evening.     In  about  an  hour  after  the 

last-mentioned  interview  the  said  Thomas  Abishai  Bayley 

came  to  the  said  Mr.  Francis  Deakin's  house  and  told  the 

said  Mr.  Francis  Deakin  that  his  father  (the  plaintiff)  was 

outside,  and  asked  if  he  (the  said  Mr.  Deakin)  would  see 

him,  to  which  request  the  said   Mr.  Deakin  consented- 

Thereupon  the  said  Thomas  Abishai  Bayley  brought  the 

plaintiff  into  the  said  Mr.  Deakin's  house.     The  plaintiff 

on  seeing  the  said  Mr.  Deakin  expressed  astonishment  and 

asked  whether  there  were  any  other  bills  besides  the  one 

he  (the  said  Mr.  Deakin)  had  shown  him.     The  said  Mr. 

Deakin  had  not  at  that  time  mentioned  any  others.     The 

said  Mr.  Deakin  replied^   *•  Yes^  several.'     The  plaintiff 

thereupon    asked  impatiently,   '  Can't  you  tell  me  the 

amount  V     The  said  Mr.  Deakin  replied,  '  About  6000/. 

or  6000/.,'  he  thought.     The  plaintiff  said, '    You  make 

my  hair  stand  on  end.     I  know  no  more  about  it  than 

this   stick,'  referring  to  ti  stick  which  he  then   held   in 

his  hand.     The  plaintiff  then  said  that  he  was  going,  an 

old  man  and  grey,  and  could  not  be  expected  to  beggar 

himself,  but  that  he  was  willing  to  do  anything  to  assist 
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18G4.  in  reason.  The  said  Mr.  Deakin  said  that  Mesdeurs 
iuyley  Williams  (meaning  us)  did  not  wish  to  exercise  any  pres- 
W'lLiTiAMs.  ^^^  ^P^^  ^™  (fi^^  plaintiff)  if  it  could  be  satisfioctorily 
arranged.  We  were  not  nor  was  either  of  us  present  at 
the  said  meeting  up  to  this  time,  but  we  have  been 
informed  by  the  said  Mr.  Francis  Deakin  and  believe  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  then  state  that  he  had  never  given 
his  name  to  any  bill^  except  the  bill  which  had  run  off 
some  time  before,  or  give  or  make  any  other  explanation 
or  statement  to  that  or  the  like  effect,  but  that  he  said 
that  he  knew  nothing  whatever  about '  the  bills,"  withoat 
making  any  exception  as  to  any  particular  bill." 

The  answer  in  several  passages  (42nd,  44th,  &  4oth 
paragraphs)  denied  that  the  defendants  ever  admitted  that 
the  endorsements  were  forgeries.  In  the  49th  paragraph 
they  alleged  that  at  the  meeting  of  the  20th  April,  1863, 
the  defendant  P.  Williams  having  remarked  that^  accord- 
ing to  his  statement^  William  Bayley  was  solvent^  his 
brother  J.  A.  Bayley  said,  "  Oh,  its  a  capital  trade"  (Wil- 
liam Bayley's),  and  added  it  was  too  good  a  thing  to  gire 
up.  It  was  well  worth  1000/.  a  year  he  was  sure.  He  had 
gone  through  the  books.  The  plaintiff  then  said,  ad- 
dressing William  Bayley,  "Now,  William,  don't  deceive 
these  gentlemen.  You  say  you  can  pay  them  1000/.  a 
year?"  W.  Bayley  replied,  "Yes,  father,  I  can."  The  defen- 
dant Philip  Williams  thereupon  said,  "We  shall  have 
nothing  to  o  with  any  10007.  a  year.  If  the  bills  are 
are  yours  "  (addressing  the  plaintiff)  "  we  are  all  right 
If  they  are  not  we  have  only  one  course  to  pursue.  We 
cannot  be  parties  to  compounding  a  felony." 

In  the  57th  &  58th  paragraphs  the  defendants  denied 
that  Philip  Williams  asked  William  Bayley  if  he  knew 
the  consequences,  or  used  the  words,  "  Young  man,  do 
you  know  this  is  transportation?"  or  that  he  replied,  "If 
I  am  transported  twenty  times  I  will  not  deny  my  hand- 
writing." 
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In  the  74th  paragraph  the  defendants  admitted  that         i^^« 
Mr.  Thursfield  did  once  say,  "  It  is  a  serious  matter,"  and       Baylby 
that  Mr.  Duignan  immediately  said,  "  It  is  a  case  of  trans-     williamb. 
portation  for  life."      But  Mr.  Thursfield  had  not  said  for     statement. 
whom  or  in  what  respect  it  was  a  serious  matter,  and  no 
remark  was  made  on  Mr.  Duignan's  observation. 

In  the  86th  paragraph  they  denied  that  the  word  "  ti*an8- 
portation"  was  ever  used^  or  that  they  made  any  threats, 
and  they  alleged  that  they  always  believed,  if  the 
endorsements  were  not  actually  signed  by  the  plaintiff^ 
that  he  had  authorised,  or  William  Bayley  believed  he  had 
authorised,  his  name  being  put  on  the  bills. 

In  the  93rd  paragraph  they  alleged  that, "  Except  the  ob- 
servation of  the  defendant  P.  Williams  at  the  interview, 
that  *  If  the  bills  were  not  James  Bayloy's,  we  had  but 
one  course  to  pursue,'  and  the  observation  of  Mr.  Duignan 
that  ^  It  is  a  case  of  transportation  for  life/  nothing 
approaching  an  intimation  of  the  possibility  of  criminal 
proceedings  had  been  said  to  the  plaintiff^  and,  with  the 
view  which  we  entertained  of  the  matter,  it  was  very  pro- 
bable that,  if  no  arrangement  had  been  come  to  at  the  last- 
mentioned  interview,  we  should  rather  have  sued  the 
plaintiff  at  law  on  the  notes  than  have  taken  criminal 
proceedings  against  the  said  William  Bayley.  At  any  rate, 
no  design  whatever  of  instituting  criminal  proceedings 
against  William  Bayley  was  ever  formed  by  us.  In  fact  the 
matter  never  reached  a  stage  and  point  when  it  became 
necessary  for  us  to  intimate  whether  we  would  do  so  or 
not." 

In  the  102nd  and  103rd  paragraphs  they  admitted  that 
the  plaintiff  signed  the  further  agreement  without  separate 
advice  or  assistance,  and  denied  that  he  required  such  ad- 
vice or  assistance.  They  admitted  the  second  agreement 
had  not  been  perused  by  any  solicitor  on  his  behalf. 

In  the  133rd  paragraph  they  alleged  that  they  honoured 
two  cheques  for  37/.  and  40/.  each,  and  in  the  137th  para- 
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graph  explained  that  they  refused  to  honour  the  cheqae 
for  50002.^  because  they  thought  it  an  unjustifiable  thiog 
for  the  plaintiff,  without  the  least  notice,  to  transfer  his 
balance  from  the  defendants'  bank  to  another  banker  whik 
the  claims  under  the  agreement  remained  unsatisfied. 

The  I42nd  and  147th  paragraphs  of  the  answer^  which 
raised  the  material  defence  to  the  bill»  were  as  follows:— 

**  We  insist  that  the  said  agreements  do  not  amount  to 
and  were  not  in  fact  an  arrangement  entered  into  by  ns 
for  compounding  a  felony,  and  we  make  out  the  eontraiy 
by  the  statements  herein  contained.     We  understand  that 
compounding  a  felony  is  *'  the  taking  of  a  reward  for  for- 
bearing to  prosecute  an  offence  of  that  description.'    But 
we  say  that  we  never  did  anything  of  the  sort.     We  neyer 
threatened  to  prosecute^  or  asserted  that  we  intended  to 
prosecute,  or  even  determined  to  prosecute  the  said  William 
Bayley.     It  never  became  necessary  for  us  to  determine, 
and  we  never  determined,  or  even  deliberated,  whetherive 
would  do  so,  and  we  never  forbore  or  agreed  to  forbear  to 
do  so,  nor  did  we  take  any  reward  whatever  for  our  alleged 
forbearance  or  agreement  to  forbear  to  do  so.     And  on  the 
execution  of  the  said  agreements  we  did  not  cancel  the 
notes  alleged  to  bear  forged  endorsements,  but  handed 
them  to  the  plaintiff,  leaving  him  to  indict  his  son  for 
forgery  or  to  abstain  from  doing  so  as  the  plaintiff  might 
think  fit.     And  we  further  say  that  if  we  thought  the  said 
William  Bayley  had  committed  a  felony,  and  we  had  any 
desire  to  prosecute  him,  we  have  entered  into  no  promise 
agreement,  or  engagement  whatever  to  abstain  fix>m  pro- 
secuting the  said  William  Bayley,  but  we  submit  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  herein  appearing,  a  felonious  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  said  William  Bayley  existed, 
and  whether  he  could  be  convicted  of  feloniously  forging 
the  plaintiff's  endorsements  on  the  said  notes,  thoo^we 
insist  that  it  is  not  material  for  our  defence  to  this  suit 
whether  such  be  the  case  or  not. 
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**  The  plaintiff  rests  his  case  mainly  on  two  grounds — 
first,  that  the  transactions  which  led  to  the  said  agreements 
were  equivalent  to  compounding  a  felony ;  secondly,  that 
he  was  induced  by  perforce  to  execute  them.  But  we  say, 
first^  that  if  any  felony  was  committed  (which  we  do  not 
admit,  but  which  is,  as  we  insist,  immaterial  as  regards  the 
question  in  this  suit),  we  never  compounded  it,  that  is  to 
say,  we  never  forbore  or  agreed  to  forbear  an  intended 
prosecution  for  it^  or  even  threatened  or  contemplated  a 
prosecution ;  and,  secondly,  we  say  that  no  perforce  what- 
ever was  used  against  the  plaintiff.  He  had  the  advice  of 
his  solicitor  throughout  the  negotiations  which  led  to  his 
signing  the  said  agreements.  He  willingly  offered  to  enter 
into  the  agreements.  He  had  plenty  of  opportunities  for 
reflection  and  deliberation.  In  the  first  instance  he  brought 
the  wrong  title  deeds,  and  might  have  refused  to  bring  the 
right  set  of  deeds  if  he  had  repented  of  his  engagement 
He  first  signed  a  document  intended  to  lead  to  a  formal 
agreement;  he  then  signed  two  formal  agreements.  It 
was  he  who  requested  that  the  second  of  such  agreements 
should  be  prepared  on  the  same  footing  as  the  first.  He 
received  the  consideration  by  the  delivery  to  him  of  the 
said  notes,  even  if  he  did  not  sign  the  said  notes  with  his 
own  hand.  The  relation  of  father  and  son  existed  between 
him  and  the  other  party  to  such  notes,  and  he  acquiesced 
for  some  time  in  the  existing  state  of  things,  and  it  was  not 
until*  he  found  that  his  said  son's  circumstances  were  hope- 
lessly and  irretrievably  embarrassed  that  he  conceived,  or, 
at  any  rate,  that  he  acted  on  the  design  of  repudiating  the 
said  agreements,  or  insisting  that  they  were  invalid." 

The  defendants  relied  on  Mr.  Duignan's  affidavit  where 
he  stated  that  the  plaintiff  said,  "  If  you  and  Mr.  Duignan 
can  put  me  right  with  the  creditors,  so  that  I  can  come 
in  as  a  creditor  for  the  account." 
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Mr.  Molina  and  Mr.  F.  W. E. Everitt  for  the  plaintiff. —     Argument. 
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There  were  two  grounds  on  which  these  agreements  most 
be  set  aside  by  this  Court— first,  that  the  transaction  oat 
of  which  they  arose  was  the  compounding  of  a  felony,  and 
therefore  void  both  at  law  and  in  this  Court;  and,  ^secondly, 
that  those  agreements  were  executed  by  the  plaintiff  with- 
out having  had  the  benefit  of  independent  advice,  and 
under  pressure  as  great  as  could  be  exercised  by  one  man 
over  another.  That  where  the  consideration  for  an  asree- 
ment  was  the  doing  of  an  illegal  act  the  agreement  was 
void  at  law  was  clear  from  the  authorities.  Thus,  in 
Sprye  v.  Porter{a)  a  plea  of  maintenance  to  an  action 
on  an  agreement  was  held  good  on  demurrer.  In  CoU 
Una  V.  Blantem  (6)  an  agreement  to  stifle  a  prosecution 
was  held  bad^  and  if  there  was  any  doubt  on  this  point 
previously,  this  case  settled  the  law:  JSo?  parte  Criteh' 
ley(c)i  Kieir  y.  Leman(d).  In  GHlbert  v.  Sykes{e),  and 
Evans  v.  Jones(f),  where  the  contract  was  in  the  form  of 
a  wager,  it  was  held  void. 

Even  if  there  had  been  a  valid  claim  by  the  defendants 
on  these  bills  they  could  not  enforce  it  till  they  had  dis- 
charged their  public  duty  of  prosecuting  the  delinquents 
[Stone  V.  Mar8h{g),  Ex  parte  Elliott{h)\  or  at  least  tlD 
the  offender  had  been  prosecuted:    Chowne  y.  BaylUiJ)' 

Clarid^e  v.  Hoare{j  ),  Waiie  v.  Jones(Jk\  Dyer  ?. 
TymewelKJ)^  Mare  v.  Sandford{m\  Egerton  v.  Brown- 
low  {n\  Jackman  v.  Mitchell  (p),  Smith  v.  Cuff{p\  V^d- 

• 

lace  V.  Hardacre  {q),   Oehaldieton   v.  Simp8on{r\  Boson- 


(a)  7  Ell.  &  Bl.  58. 

(h)  Smith,  Leading  Gas.  vol.1. 
318. 

(c)  3  D.  &  L.  527. 

\d)  6  Q.  B.  (N.  S.).308,  affirmed 
in  error,  0  Q.  B.  (N.  S.)  371. 

(e)  16  East,  150. 

(/)  5M.  &W.77. 

(g)  6  B.  &  C.  551. 

(/*)  3  M.  &  A  vr.  110. 


{%)  31  Beav.  351. 
(j)  14  Ves.  59. 
(k)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  656. 
(I)  2  Vern.  122. 
(m)  1  Giff.  288. 
(n)  4  H.  of  L.  1. 
(o)  13  Ves.  681. 
[p)  6  Maule  &  S.  I6a 
(q)  1  Campb.  45. 
(r)  13  Sim.  513, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

qiMtt  V.  Da8hwood(a),  Reynel  v.  Sprye(b),  and  Osborne  v. 
Williams  {c)  were  cited  on  the  question  of  illegal  eon- 
tracts. 

Bat^  secondly,  on  the  mere  ground  of  pressure  these 
agreements  were  void :  Dent  v.  Bennett{d\  Chesterfield 
V.  Jan88en(e),  Meathcote  v.  Paignon{f ).  Inadequacy  of 
consideration  would  imply  pressure:  Underhill  v.  Hor- 
wood{g\   Wade  v.  Simeon{h). 

It  was  submitted^  therefore,  on  both  grounds^  that 
these  agreements  must  be  set  aside. 


657 

1864. 
Batlet 

V, 

Williams. 
Argument, 


Sir  H,  CaimSj  Mr.  Karslake^  and  Mr.  Kingdon  for  the 
defendants. 

The  whole  evidence  in  the  case  was  inconsistent  with 
the  claim  set  up  by  this  bill.  The  plaintiff's  story  was, 
to  say  the  least  of  it,  improbable.  He  was  a  shrewd  man 
of  business,  but  of  imperfect  education,  and,  as  he  himself 
said^  left  the  counting-house  business  to  others.  What, 
therefore,  was  more  probable  under  such  circumstances 
than  that  he  should  authorise  his  son  to  use  his  name  ? 
But  if  he  was  in  the  habit  of  doing  so,  though  not  uniformly, 
he  was  liable  on  the  notes :  Byles  on  Bills  (t).  But,  whe- 
ther he  did  or  not,  by  the  course  he  took  of  acquiescing  in 
the  claim  made  by  the  defendants  after  he  had  received 
notice  of  the  dishonour  of  some  of  the  bills  he  adopted 
his  son's  acts. 

But  supposing  the  plaintiff  knew  the  endorsements  were 
forgeries,  unless  the  defendants  knew  it,  which  they  posi- 
tively denied,  the  transaction  was  not  illegal.  They  be- 
lieved they  had  a  valid  claim  on  the  plaintiff,  and  consented 
to  take  security  for  it.     That  would  not  make  it  illegal. 


(a)  Cas.  temp.  Talbot,  38. 
(h)  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  060. 
(c)  18Ves.  379. 
{d)  4  M.  &  C.  269. 
(c)  2  Vea.  sen.  124. 


(/)  2  B.  C.  C.  166. 

(g)  10  Yes.  209. 

\h)  2  C.  B.  342  (M.  G.  &  Scott). 

(i)  Pages  29,  30,  8th  ed. 
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V, 

Williams. 
Argument, 


The  plaintiff  had  an  obvions  motive  in  doing  what  he  did. 
The  son's  business  was  said  to  be  valuable,  and  the  &ther, 
who  had  against  him  a  claim  for  upwards  of  3000^,  would 
have  lost  his  whole  debt  unless  the  son  were  saved  from 
ruin.  In  this  state  of  things  he  volunteered  to  take  the 
son's  debt  upon  himself,  as  he  alleged^  but,  as  the  defen- 
dants contended,  he  consented  to  give  security  for  the 
debt  of  himself  and  his  son.  Then  where  was  the  ille- 
gality ?  Where  was  the  pressure  ?  The  cases  cited  as  to 
the  forgery  had  obviously  no  application.  As  the  defendants 
were  ignorant  that  a  crime  had  been  committed,  it  was 
impossible  for  them  to  compound  a  felony.  But  even  if 
they  knew  it,  the  agreement  was  not  void  unless  they  had 
contracted  not  to  prosecute :  Wardy.  Lloyd  (a).  A  trans- 
fer of  property  made  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy,  but  under 
the  apprehension  that  a  degree  of  force,  civil  or  criminal, 
is  about  to  be  applied, is  valid:  De  Tastet  v.  Carol! {h). 
In  order  to  vitiate  these  agreements  there  must  have  been 
a  distinct  contract  to  stifle  a  prosecution :  Wallace  t. 
Hardacre  (c),  Wickham  v.  Oatrill  (d). 

As  to  the  alleged  want  of  consideration,  the  delivery  up 
of  the  notes  was  sufficient  to  support  the  agreement :  Haigk 
V.  Brooks  {e). 

On  these  grounds  it  was  submitted  that  the  bill  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 

[^Ex  parte  De  Tastet  (/)  was  also  cited]. 


Mr.  Matins  was  part  heard  in  reply,  but  was  stopped  by 
his  Honour. 


Judgment. 


The  Vice-Chancellor: — 

This  suit  is  instituted  to  set  aside  two  agreements,  dated 
the  20th  and  22nd  April,  1863,  on  the  ground  that  they 


(a)  6  M.  &  G.  785. 

(6)  2  Rose,  462;  1  Starkie,  88. 

(c)  1  Campb.  45. 


(d)  2  S.  &  G.  353. 

(e)  10  Ad.  &:  £1.  323. 
(/)  Mont.  138. 
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were  executed  by  the  plaintiff  in  a  transaction  which       ^^0^* 
amounted  to  compounding  a  felony  committed  by  the      bayley 

plaintiff's  son.  Williams. 

If  the  fair  result  of  the  evidence  shows  that  the  agree-      ,  "       ^ 

°     ^         Judijment, 

ments  were  executed  under  influence  felt  by  the  plaintiff 
and  exercised  by  the  defendants^  if  the  fear  of  the  criminal 
prosecution  against  the  plaintiff's  son,  or  if  the  result  of 
the  discovery  of  a  criminal  act,  for  which  the  plaintiff  was 
not  liable,  was  used  by  the  defendants  against  the  plaintiff 
to  operate  upon  his  fears,  so  as  to  induce  him  to  give  a 
security  which  would  relieve  his  son  from  a  criminal  pro- 
secution, according  to  the  law  of  this  Court  a  security 
obtained  under  such  circumstances  cannot  stand.  The 
inequality  in  the  situation  of  the  parties,  the  one  exacting 
a  security  which  the  other  is  driven  to  give  in  order  to 
save  his  son  from  exposure,  disgrace,  and  ruin,  taints  the 
security  obtained  under  the  influence  of  such  fears. 

If  the  main  and  influencing  purpose  was  the  relief  of  the 
son  from  the  consequences  of  his  crime,  if  this  was  the 
main  consideration  operating  on  the  father's  mind,  and  was 
the  origin  and  real  cause  of  the  transaction,  the  interven- 
tion of  other  circumstances,  or  other  collateral  advantages 
to  the  father,  will  not  be  enough  to  justify  the  Court  in 
upholding  such  a  security. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  in  this  case  seems  to  be, 
whether  the  defendants  took  advantage  of  the  plaintiff's 
situation. 

The  origin  of  the  negotiations  which  ended  in  the 
agreements  was  the  discovery  that  the  plaintiff's  name  had 
been  forged  by  his  son  on  promissory  notes  of  which  the 
defendants  were  holders  to  a  large  amount.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  evidence  on  either  side  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  was  liable  to  pay  the  notes,  or  that  the  defendants 
were  negotiating  with  him  on  the  footing  of  his  being 
under  any  legal  liability  to  them. 

In  the  93rd  paragraph  of  the  defendants  answer  they 
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say, ''  No  design  whatever  of  institating  criminal  proceed- 
ings against  the  said  William  Bayley  was  ever  formed  by 
us."  But  they  add  this  remarkable  statement,  that,  "*  in 
fact,  the  matter  never  reached  a  stage  and  point  when  it 
became  necessary  for  us  to  intimate  whether  we  would  do 
so  or  not." 

In  paragraph  74  they  say  that  Mr.  Thnrsfield,  their 
solicitor,  did  once,  in  the  course  of  the  discussion,  say,  ^'  It 
is  a  serious  matter,"  and  that  Mr.  Duignan  (the  plaintiff's 
solicitor)  immediately  said^ ''  It  is  a  case  of  transportation 
for  life."  These  significant  words  are  followed  by  this  in- 
significant explanation,  that  "  Mr.  Thursfield  had  not  said 
for  whom  or  in  what  respect  it  was  a  serious  matter,  and 
no  remark  was  made  upon  the  succeeding  observation  of 
the  said  Mr.  Duignan^  viz.,  that  it  was  a  case  of  tranq>orU- 
tion  for  life." 

In  paragraph  35  of  the  answer  the  defendants  say, "  The 
said  Mr.  Deakin  (the  manager  of  the  defendants'  bank)  said 
that  Messrs.  Williams  (meaning  us)  did  not  wish  to  exer- 
cise any  pressure  upon  him  (the  plaintiff)  if  it  could  be 
satisfactorily  arranged." 

It  is  a  material  circumstance  that  Mr.  Duignan,  when 
he  found  the  plaintiff  disposed  to  enter  into  the  agreement 
and  to  assume  the  liability,  in  order  to  relieve  his  son, 
remonstrated  strongly,  and,  finally,  positively  refusing  to 
sanction  such  a  transaction,  retired  altogether,  and  left  the 
plaintiff  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  and  their  solicitor, 
who  then  procured  the  plaintiff  to  execute  the  agreement 
of  the  20th  April.  Nor  is  it  unimportant  that  this  first 
agreement  of  the  *20th  April,  according  to  what  appears  to 
be  the  truth  of  the  case,  contains  nothing  like  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  any  legal  liability  of  the  plaintiff.  The  second 
agreement,  which  is  dated  the  22nd  April,  1863,  also 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  absence  of  his  aolicitor,  is  so 
framed  as  to  make  the  plaintiff  recognise  the  forged  signa- 
ture as  genuine,  for  it  recites  that  the  notes  were  endcHsed 


V, 

Williams. 
Judgment, 
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by  the  plaintiff,  a  recital  now  admitted  to  be  untrae,  and    .    1864. 
contrary  to  the  truth  as  understood  by  the  parties  at  that      batlbt 
time. 

The  result  of  the  eyidence  on  both  sides  is  given  in  the 
20th  paragraph  of  Mr.  Duignan's  affidavit,  where  he  says, 
"The  whole  negotiation  aforesaid  proceeded  upon  the 
footing  that  the  said  notes  were  forgeries  by  the  said 
William  Bayley^  for  which  he  was  liable  to  a  criminal 
prosecution,  and  I  had  not  the  slightest  conception  or 
suspicion  during  the  whole  of  the  interview  aforesaid  that 
the  defendants  or  Mr.  Thursfield  regarded  the  transaction 
in  any  other  Ught." 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  offence  of 
compounding  a  felony  was  committed  or  not.  It  is  not  the 
province  of  this  Court  to  decide  whether  crimes  or  misde- 
meanours have  been  committed.  If  it  were  necessary  to 
decide  the  question,  there  would  be  great  difficulty  in 
holding  that  an  agreement  not  to  prosecute  is  not  to  be 

implied. 

The  real  question  is,  whether  there  was  that  degree  of 
equality  between  the  parties  to  these  agreements  which  is 
necessary  to  make  them  valid.  Where  a  man  is  driven 
to  comply  with  terras  which  were  exacted  by  operating  on 
his  fears,  and  by  the  power  which  the  other  parties  make 
him  see  they  have  acquired  of  prosecuting,  exposing^  and 
disgracing  his  son,  there  is  an  inequality  and  a  want  of 
that  freedom  of  action  which  is  necessary  to  the  validity 
of  an  agreement.  Where  a  power  of  operating  on  a  man's 
fears  exists,  and  he  enters  into  a  contract  unvirillingly  and 
under  the  influence  of  that  power,  its  existence  constitutes 
pressure.  The  assent  which  is  necessary  to  the  validity 
of  an  agreement  must  be  an  assent  uninfluenced  by  any 
power  of  operating  upon  his  fears  of  punishment,  or  of 
disgrace  which  may  be  inflicted  on  the  dearest  object  of 
his  natural  affection  at  the  instance  of  the  person  to 
whose  power  he  yields.    The  argumwt  founded  on  the 
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allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had  connived  at  the  aseof 
his  name  by  his  son  it  not  justified  by  the  evidence  in 
the  suit. 

But  even  if  the  fact  were  proved,  it  seems  to  have  no 
material  bearing  on  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
agreements^  and  was  not  in  any  way  an  ingredient  or 
actuating  motive  in  the  negotiation.  The  evidence  shows 
that  the  greater  part  of  the  &cts  relied  on  as  to  this  part 
of  the  case  were  discovered  by  the  defendants  long  after 
the  transaction,  and  do  not  seem  to  be  of  very  material 
bearing  on  the  real  question  before  the  Court. 

For  the  defendants  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff's  object  was  to  gain  a  peciiniary  benefit 
to  himself  by  getting  the  entire  dominion  over  his  son's 
assets,  so  as  to  secure  payment  of  a  pre<^zisting  debt  to 
himself.  That  view  of  the  transaction  is  contradicted  bj 
the  evidence  of  what  passed  between  the  parties.  The 
defendants'  counsel  have  relied  on  a  passage  in  Mr. 
Duignan's  affidavit,  where  he  states  that  the  plaintiff  said, 
**  If  you  and  Mr.  Duignan  can  put  me  right  with  the 
creditors^  so  that  I  can  come  in  as  a  creditor  for  the 
amount."  But  the  antecedent  and  subsequent  conversa- 
tion of  the  parties,  as  described  in  the  same  paragraph, 
annihilates  the  argument ;  for  the  witness  says  that  on 
his  remonstrating  with  the  plaintiff  against  his  giving  the 
proposed  security  the  plaintiff  replied,  "  What  can  I  do? 
These  men  will  have  their  money,  and  if  I  don't  guarantee 
it,  it's  transportation."  There  must  be  a  decree  declaring 
the  invalidity  of  the  two  agreements  and  ordering  that 
they  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  that  the  plaintiff's 
title  deeds  be  delivered  to  him^  and  that  the  promissoir 
notes  be  delivered  back  to  the  defendants. 

There  must  also  be  a  direction  discharging  the  order 
of  July,  1863,  and  that  the  costs  of  that  order  and  of  the 
motion  for  the  injunction  be  costs  in  the  eause^  and  that 
the  defendants  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
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Note. — The  case  oC  ex  parte 
De  Tastet,  Montagu's  Reports,  is 
remarkable  for  the  difference  of 
opinion  between  Lord  Eldon  and 
Sir  James  Mansfield  on  the  one 
hand,  and  Lord  Ellen  borough 
and  Lord  Brougham  on  the  other, 
but  on  examination  it  appears 
that  the  general  doctrine  as  stated 
by  Lord  E^don  remains  unshaken. 
The  opinions  of  Lord  Ellenborough 
and  Lord  Brougham  were  founded 
on  the  narrow  ground  that  a 
transfer  of  property  on  the  eve  of 
bankruptcy  to  one  creditor,  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  other  credi- 
tor, unless  it  be  voluntary,  is 
valid.  This  would  be  true  if  the 
only  pressure  were  the  threat  of 
an  action  or  execution  for  debt  in 
A  civil  action.  In  that  case  Lord 
Eldon  intimated  his  opinion  that 
the  question  had  never  been  pro- 
perly tried  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  if  that  Court  were  of 
opinion  that  any  pressure,  that  is 
to  say,  a  pressure  through  a  threat 
of  a  criminal  prosecution,  was 
sufficient  to  enable  a  party  to 
hold  property  obtained  under  it. 

The  decision  of  Lord  Brougham 
in  that  case  seems  to  apply  only 
to  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^^  vo« 
luntary  "  in  considering  the  effect 
of  the  bankruptcy  law.  But,  even 
in  that  view,  and  with  reference 
to  the  bankruptcy  law,  the  general 
equitable  doctrine  as  to  the  effect 


of  pressure  through  threat  of  a 
criminal  prosecution  would  now 
be  held  to  taint  the  transaction, 
and  to  make  it  invalid  upon  a 
principle  of  great  public  import- 
ance. And  upon  the  weight  of 
authority  the  opinions  of  Lord 
Eldon  and  Sir  James  Mansfield 
would  probably  prevail.  In 
Pothier's  Treatise  on  Contracts, 
in  the  article  of  want  of  liberty,- 
the  main  proposition  is  that  the 
consent  by  which  agreements  are 
formed  ought  to  be  free. 

Sir  William  David  Evans,  in 
his  valuable  translation  of  Pothier 
(in  a  note,  vol.  1,  page  18),  has 
given  this  sensible  criticism  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law,  "  If 
a  person  actually  contracted  un- 
der the  impression  of  fear  in- 
duced by  the  misconduct  of 
another,  though  by  means  in 
general  inadequate  to  such  an 
effect,  it  should  be  a  sufficient 
ground  to  vitiate  the  contract; 
and  the  infirmity  of  one  man's 
mind  should  not  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ferring a  benefit  on  another, 
whether  the  other  was  or  was 
not  implicated  in  the  misconduct, 
though  the  age,  constitution,  and 
occupation  of  the  party  might 
furnish  very  material  evidence  in 
deciding  upon  the  fact,  and  such 
I  think  it  is  probable  would  be 
the  decbion  of  the  English  law." 


1864. 
Batlby 

V. 

Williams. 
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HEATH  V.  LEWIS. 
Ex  PARTE  JOHNSON.  ^*'-  "**• 


0 


A  fand  in 
coart  not  re- 


N  the  death  of  her  father,  in  1845,  Sarah  Emily,  the 
present  petitioner,  became  entitled  under  her  grandfather's 
will  to  a  sum  of  about  1300/.  cash  and  stock.  ^^^^  in^o 

possession. 

In  1851  she  married  one  Charles  Johnson;  there  was  accruing  in 
no  settlement  entered  into  on  her  marriage,  and,  by  an  wtfe'on  wLe 
order  dated  the  9th  July,  1856,  and  made  in  the  suit  to  mfn^«««no 

^         ,  .  settlement  was 

administer  the  grandfather's  will,  the  fund  was  carried  to  made,andwho 
the  separate  account  of  Charles  Johnson  and  Sarah  Emily  by  a  Colonial 
his  wife,  subject  to  legacy  duty.     By  a  deed,  dated  the  ^^t  onU''* 
15th  of  May,  1857,  to  which  the  wife  was  no  party,  the  bnsband, 

1        ^*  declared  to 

husband   mortgaged   the  fund   to    Richard    Scale,   who  belong  to  the 
obtained  a  stop  order  on  it  on  the  25th  of  June,  1857.  rmortgagee' 
It  was  alleged  that  the  wife  had  authorised  his  doing  so  K^^S'^^^^ijii 
by  power  of  attorney,  but  this  she  denied.     At  the  date  m  against  her 
of  this  transaction  the  wife  was  resident  abroad,  but  on  claiming  a 
the  15th  June,  1858,  being  still  abroad,  she  presented  *«'^«™«'*^- 
her  petition  to  this  Court,  stating  that  her  husband  had 
been  living  away  from  her  for  a  considerable  time,  and 
had  not  during  that  period  contributed  to  her  support^ 
but  had  received  large  sums  of  money  belonging  to  her 
which  he   had   applied   to  his  own   use ;   that  he   had 
recently  become  insolvent ;  and  that  his  estate  was  now 
vested  in  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  Court  for  the 
Relief  of  Insolvent   Debtors.     The  petition  thereupon 
prayed  that  the  fiind  might  be  settled  upon  herself  for 
life  with  remainder  to  her  children. 

The  husband  also  presented  a  petition  in  the  name  of 
himself  and  wife  praying  for  payment  to  him  of  one 
moiety  of  the  fimd,  and  that  the  other  might  be  settled. 
Both  petitions  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  19th  July,  1858. 
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The  Courts  upon  the  hearing  of  the  two  petitions, 
dismissed  that  of  the  husband^  and  upon  the  wife^s 
petition  made  an  order  that,  the  Court  being  of  opinion 
that  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  have  a  settlement  of 
the  whole  or  some  part  of  the  fund^  the  income  of  the 
fund  should  be  paid  to  the  petitioner  for  her  separate 
use  until  further  order,  and  that  the  consideration  of  the 
rest  of  the  petition  should  be  adjourned^  with  liberty  to 
any  party  to  apply  as  to  the  question  of  what  settlement 
ought  to  be  made.  No  further  application  was  in  £ict 
made,  and  the  fund  now  remained  in  court,  subject  to  Uie 
above  order. 

The  husband  shortly  afterwards  instituted  proceedings 
in  the  Colonial  Court  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  against 
the  petitioner,  alleging  that  during  his  absence  in  England 
she  had  committed  adultery,  and  praying  for  a  divorce. 
On  the  15th  November,  1859,  he  obtained  a  decree  £rom 
the  Circuit  Court  held  in  Port  Elizabeth,  without  costs, 
dissolving  the  marriage.  There  were  three  children  of 
the  marriage,  of  which  the  two  elder  were  ordered  to  be 
delivered  to  the  husband.  The  husband  has  since  mar- 
ried again.  The  wife  now  presented  her  petition  praying 
that  of  the  siuns  of  stock  and  cash  in  court  amounting  in 
present  value  to  about  1300/.,  and  which,  by  virtue  of  an 
order  dated  the  9th  of  July,  1856,  made  in  the  suit  for 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  in  the 
cause,  had  been  carried  to  ^^  the  separate  account  of 
Charles  Johnson  and  Sarah  Emily  Johnson,  subject  to 
legacy  duty,"  the  stock  might  be  sold,  and  that  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  and  the  cash  might  be  p^d  to  the  petitioner. 

The  petition  was  served  on  the  husband  and  on  his 
assignee  in  insolvency,  and  also  on  his  mortgagee,  and 
now  came  on  to  be  heard. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Caldecot,  for  the  petitioner. — It  is 
not  pretended  that  the  husband  ever  reduced  this  fiind 
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into  possession  during  the  coverture,  and  the  law  is  quite 
clear  that  if  so  it  remains  the  property  of  the  wife. 

Mr.  Freeling^  for  the  mortgagee. — The  husband,  who 
has  married  again  and  cannot  dispute  the  validity  of  the 
divorce,  must  admit  that  he  was  during  the  time  of  the 
coverture  domiciled  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  for  other- 
wise the  divorce  would  be  a  nullity,  and  he  would  be 
entitled  in  his  marital  right.  But  if  so  the  rights  of  the 
parties  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  colony,  which 
authorises  the  assignment  by  a  husband  of  his  wife's 
personal  estate :  Rex  v.  Lolley  (a). 

Mr.  Osborne^  for  the  assignee,  contended  that  during 
the  coverture  the  husband  had  endeavoured  to  settle  the 
fund :  he  therefore  claimed  one  moiety  of  the  fund  for 
the  husband's  creditors,  and  submitted  that  the  other 
ought  to  be  settled. 

The  Vice-Chancellob: — 

It  is  beyond  a  doubt  that  this  fund  is  the  property  of 
the  lady  who  is  the  petitioner,  and  that  unless  there  be 
any  marital  rights  remaining  in  her  former  husband  she 
would  be  clearly  entitled  to  it.  The  Court  seems  to  have 
considered  in  July,  1858,  that,  as  against  him  and  in 
derogation  of  his  marital  rights,  she  had  an  equity  to  a 
settlement ;  but  by  an  order  made  in  that  year  the  Court 
gave  leave  to  those  interested  to  apply  for  a  settlement. 
No  order  for  a  settlement  was  made,  and  no  order  was 
made  either  taking  away  the  husband's  rights  existing  at 
that  time  or  positively  giving  the  property  to  the  wife ; 
but  there  was  simply  leave  given  to  the  parties  to  apply 
for  a  settlement.  It  appears  that  at  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope  a  decree  was  obtained  by  the  husband,  being  a 
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resident  in  the  colony,  for  a  divorce  from  the  petitioner. 
The  Colonial  Court  upon  the  evidence  dissolved  the  hood 
of  marriage.  The  petition  of  the  divorced  wife  is  opposed 
by  the  mortgagee  of  the  husband,  and  a  question  about 
the  validity  of  the  divorce  is  raised  on  the  ground  of  the 
domicil  of  the  parties,  but  without  a  tittle  of  evidence. 
Questions  of  domicil,  and  as  to  the  rights  of  husband  and 
wife,  are  often  of  the  greatest  difficulty.  In  this  case 
there  seems  no  just  ground  for  raising  them. 

I  cannot  but  assume  that  the  Colonial  Court  was  the 
proper  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  the  marriage,  and  that 
everything  was  done  properly.  The  judicial  proceedings 
seem  to  have  been  properly  taken  and  the  decree  pro- 
perly pronounced.  As  to  the  question  whether  or  not  1 
am  to  consider  the  former  husband  of  this  lady  as  ber 
husband  still  possessed  of  a  marital  right — either  with 
her  consent  to  take  the  whole  of  this  fund,  or  without 
her  consent  subject  only  to  her  right  to  so  much  as  this 
Court  would  settle  upon  her — I  can  see  no  ground  for 
entertaining  it.  Lolley*s  case  has  been  referred  to,  but 
that  was  a  case  in  which  questions  of  domicil  were  raised 
upon  conflicting  evidence.  In  the  present  case  there  is 
no  evidence  whatever  to  impeach  those  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. The  husband  himself  does  not  come  forward 
to  assert  any  claim,  but  his  mortgagee  and  his  assignee 
in  insolvency  have  done  so,  as  it  appears  to  me,  upon 
grounds  which  cannot  be  maintained  in  argument. 

The  evidence  of  the  petitioner  proves  that  she  is  t 
single  woman,  and  if  that  be  so  a  mortgagee  of  ber 
interest  in  a  chose  in  action  not  reduced  into  possession 
during  the  coverture  cannot  interfere  with  her  right 

The  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  children  is  peculiar, 
inasmuch  as  the  Court,  in  1858,  thought  the  petitioner 
had  a  right  to  the  fund,  and  gave  leave  to  apply  upon  the 
subject  of  a  settlement.  If  a  settlement  had  Jbeen  made 
the  children  would  no  doubt  have  had  some  provision  made 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


669 


for  them  by  it.  But  in  the  absence  of  a  settlement  or  a 
decree  for  a  settlement  I  know  of  nothing  which  can 
enable  the  children  to  claim  a  settlement  of  this  fund. 
The  children  are  not  in  this  country^  and  it  is  said  that 
they  are  under  the  care  of  their  father,  which  is  in  law 
the  proper  care,  for  the  law  casts  upon  the  father  the 
duty  of  maintaining  them.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case 
in  which,  where  a  wife  does  not  ask  for  a  settlement,  her 
children  have  been  held  entitled  to  come  and  ask  for  one. 
The  Court  has  never  compelled  a  wife  to  settle  her 
property  as  against  her  own  right  to  it,  but  it  asserts  a 
right  to  settle  her  property  as  a  protection  against  her 
husband.  I  never  heard  of  a  question  being  raised  as 
between  the  mother  and  her  children.  An  order  has 
been  obtained  to  serve  them  with  a  copy  of  the  petition, 
but  that  was  a  mistake.  The  order  was  applied  for  under 
a  misapprehension,  and  I  am  glad  it  will  not  be  acted 
upon.  I  wish  the  counsel  for  this  petitioner  to  under- 
stand that,  although  the  children  are  maintained  by  their 
father,  they  are  her  children  also.  I  have  no  power  to 
compel  her  to  settle  the  fund,  and  all  I  can  do  is  to 
remind  her  that  the  children  are  still  her  own.  The 
order  will  be  to  transfer  the  whole  of  the  fund  in  court  to 
the  petitioner,  and  that  the  costs  of  all  parties  appearing 
on  the  petition  be  paid  out  of  the  fund. 
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March  22, 23, 
24,25,27,28. 

3ffly3.  RHODES  V.  BATE, 


Ti 


Where  the         1  HIS  bill  was  filed  by  Sophia  Rhodes   against  Mr. 

professional  ,  , 

adviser  of  the  Robert  Bate,  her  professional  adviser^  the  Rev.  Henry 
ai^are  of  her"^  Codrington,  for  whose  debts  she  had  been  rendered  liable, 

pecuniary  ^^^  Francis  and  William  Brice,  who  claimed  to  be  inter- 
means,  and  of 

the  inHuence     ested  in  the  property  belonging  to  the  plaintiff. 

Qyoi*  her  

possessed  by  The  bill  alleged  that  the.  plaintiff  in  1848  went  to  reside 
fn-iaw'  who"  ^^^^  *^®  defendant  Codrington,  who  is  her  brother-in-law, 
was  indebted     and  continued  to  reside  with  him  till  May,  1863.     That  the 

to  him,  took  ... 

securities  from  plaintiff  received  from  the  trustees  of  her  father's  will,  in 

for  theamount  1B53, 800/.  in  cash;  in  1854, 1200/.  more;  and  the  balance, 

the* Court  Mt  a^ou^ti^g  ^^  3880/.,  was  with  her  sanction  invested  on  a 

them  aside,  mortgage  of  leaseholds  at  Islington  transferred  to  her.  The 

and  made  the  .      .  ... 

defendant  pay  plaintiff,  shortly  after  receivmg  the  sums  of  200L,  6001, 
the  i^t  ""^      a^d  1200/.,  lent  them  to  the  defendant  Codrington  at  his 

urgent  request,  and  with  the  privity  of  Bate,  to  be  invested 
by  Codrington  in  land  which  Bate  induced  Codrington  to 
purchase.  Codrington  promised  to  give  to  plaintiff  good 
security  for  the  said  sums,  amounting  to  2000/.,  but  omitted 
to  do  so,  and  those  sums  were  lost.  The  defendant  Bate, 
in  October,  1857,  knew  that  such  sums  were  lost,  and 
that  the  sum  of  3880/.  represented  her  whole  fortune. 
The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  first  employed  Robert 
Bate  as  her  professional  adviser  in  December,  1853,  when 
she  was  desirous  of  altering  her  will,  and  he  by  that  means 
became  fully  acquainted  with  the  amount  of  her  fortune, 
and,  from  the  knowledge  acquired  by  him  in  the  course  of 
such  investigation  of  her  accounts,  conceived  the  design 
of  diverting  the  plaintiff's  fortune  from  her,  and  applying 
the  same  towards  payment  of  Codrington's  debts  to  him- 
self. The  bill  also  alleged  that,  in  consequence  of  the  hos- 
tile manner  in  which  the  trustees'  accounts  were  examined 
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by  Bate^  an  estrangement  took  place  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  her  brother,  one  of  the  trustees,  so  that  no 
communication  passed  between  her  and  him  at  the  close 
of  1862. 

The  bill  then  alleged  that  in  1851  Codrington,  at  the 
suggestion  and  under  the  advice  of  Bate,  commenced  a 
system  of  speculating  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  land, 
and  continued  speculating  till  1861 ;  and  that  Bate  acted 
in  the  matter  of  the  purchase  of  mortgages  and  sales  of 
land  made  by  Codrington,  and  entered  the  particulars  of 
such  transactions  in  ledgers  and  account-books  kept  by 
him ;  and  that  such  particulars  formed  part  of  a  correct 
account  kept  by  Bate  against  Codrington  in  the  ledger, 
of  which  there  was  no  copy  given  to  the  plaintiff  or  to 
Codrington  till  July,  1861.  The  bill  charged  that  it  was 
in  July,  1861,  that  Bate  first  constructed  the  account. 

The  bill  then  set  forth  several  purchases  by  Codring- 
ton, and  subsequent  mortgages  to  secure  the  purchase- 
money,  the  result  of  which  was  to  leave  certain  sums  due 
to  Bate.  The  bill  then  stated  one  transaction  in  which, 
Codrington  having  accept^  a  bill  of  exchange  dated  the 
5th  of  August,  1854,  and  that  bill  being  dishonoured,  the 
plaintiff  was  induced  by  Codrington  to  accompany  him  to 
Bate's  office,  where,  without  inquiry  what  she  had  to  sign, 
she  signed  some  printed  form  of  bond  which  Bate  filled 
up  and  produced  to  the  plaintiff  for  her  signature,  and 
which  proved  to  be  a  joint  and  several  bond  of  the  plaintiff 
and  Codrington  in  a  penal  sum  of  643^  to  secure  321/.  10^. 
The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  wholly  unconver- 
sant  with  business  in  1854,  and  wholly  under  the  influ- 
ence of  Codrington,  and  the  defendant  Bate  ought  to 
have  advised  her  not  to  execute  the  bond,  or  to  have 
explained  the  effect  thereof,  but  that  he  did  neither.  The 
bill  also  alleged  that  only  221/.  lOs.  was  due,  and  not 
321/.  \Os.y  and  that  such  fact  was  in  1857  admitted  by 
Bate. 


186& 


StatetnenL 
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The  bill  as  amended  then  traversed  an  allegation  of  the 
defendant  Bate  that  he  had  ever  lent  her  any  money  or 
paid  the  same  for  her  use^  or  that  on  the  3l8t  of  March, 
1855,  Codrington  and  plaintiff^  as  his  surety^  ever  accepted 
,  a  bill  of  exchange  of  that  date  drawn  on  them  by  Bate 
at  three  months  for  5251.  by  way  of  securing  part  of  the 
balance  of  1033/.  Os.  4d.    The  Bill  alleged  that  no  con- 
sideration was  ever  given  to  theplaintiff  for  accepting  the 
said  bill  of  exchange,  and  the  plaintiff  charged  that  if  she 
ever  did  accept  it,  which  she  did  not  remember,  she  did  so 
under  the  pressure  of  the  defendants  Bate  and  Codrington, 
and  that  she  did  not  know  that  the  effect  of  joining  was  to 
make  her  personally  liable  to  pay  525/.,  and  the  plaintiff 
charged  that  had  she  known  it  she  would  not  have  dgned 
such  bill,  and  that  Bate  ought  to  have  advised  her  not  to 
sign  the  same.     The  bill  then  referred  to  several  liabili- 
ties she  had  incurred,  t.  e.  a  covenant  in  a  mortgage  deed 
of  the  30th  of  April,  1855,  a  bond  for  250/.  as  collatent 
security,  which  the  plaintiff  alleged  that,  if  she  executed 
it  at  all,  she  did  so  under  pressure,  and  that  Bate  ought 
to  have  advised  her  not  to  exedute.     The  bill  also  charged 
that  Bate  did  not  lend  her  the  two  sums  of  20/.  and  SOL 
which  he  averred  he  had  lent.     On  the  15th  of  October, 
1857,  a  balance  was  struck  between  Bate  and  Codrington, 
on  which  it  appeared  that  2089/.  Ss.  4c/.  was  due  to  Bate 
from  Codrington.     On  the  same  day  Codrington  requested 
plaintiff  to  accompany  her  to  Bate's  office,  and  when  there 
told  her  in  Bate's  hearing  that  her  signature  was  required 
as  a  matter  of  form,  but  that  nothing  would  ever  come  of 
it.     Bate  made  no  observation,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
fore believed  that  she  was  in  truth  about  to  sign  some 
formal  document  which  would  not  in  any  way  affect  her. 
Both  Bate  and  Codrington,  however,  procured  the  plain- 
tiff to  sign  and  deliver  to  Bate  the   following  bill  of 
exchange  and  promissory  note : — 
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"^1259  :  17  :  8 


Bridgewater,  15th  Oct.,  1857.         1866. 


^1 


Three   months   after   date  pay   to  my   order   the    sam 
of  £1259  :  17  :  8. 


«  I  "i  o       Value  received. 
\  Henry  Codrington  ^*^c|  g  §  Robert  Bate. 
Miss  Sophia  Rhodes,  Wembon."  '^  c^  «^  g  S 


To  the  Rev. 


Statement. 


"£800 

We  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to  Robert  Bate, 
of  Bridgewater,  gentleman,  or  his  order,  the  sum  of  £800, 
with  interest  for  the  same,  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per 
annum,  value  received,  this  15th  day  of  Oct.,  1857. 

Hbxrt  CoDRI19GTON. 

Sophia  Rhodes." 

At  the  same  time  and  place  Bate,  in  the  presence  of 
Codrington,  produced  to  plaintiff  for  her  signature,  and 
Bate  induced  her  to  sign,  the  following  agreement : — 

**  Whereas  I  the  undersigned,  Sophia  Rhodes,  am  now 
jointly  indebted  with  the  Rev.  J.  C.  Codrington  to 
R.  Bate,  of  Bridgewater^  gentleman,  in  the  sum  of  32  U. 
lOs.  secured  by  bonds;  800Z.  secured  by  a  promissory 
note ;  and  12592.  lis.  Sd.  secured  by  an  acceptance;  and 
I  am  also  indebted  to  Messrs.  Sealy  in  the  sum  of  862^ 
I8s.  6d.y  or  thereabouts,  and  to  William  Turner,  yeoman, 
and  George  Richard  Turner  as  surety  for  the  said  H. 
Codrington,  in  several  sums  of  money :  Now,  therefore, 
for  better  securing  the  repayment  of  all  and  singular  the 
several  sums  of  money  for  which  I  have  become  surety 
for  the  said  Henry  Codrington  as  aforesaid,  I  have  this 
day  deposited  with  the  said  Robert  Bate,  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  the  said  several  other  parties,  a  certain  in- 
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idfis.  denture  of  mortgage  ot  preDMcs  at  IsEi^too  finom  J.  tnd 
BeoD»  W.  Clements  and  others  tt>  me,  for  secmiag  ZSSOL,  and 
bItb.  ^^  ^^'^  deeds  relating  to  the  aud  premise?;  and  I  herri)y 
declare  that  the  saud  mortgage  aad  the  title  deeds  shall  be 
held  bv  the  said  Robert  Bate  a;?  a  semritr  tar  him,  and  to 
the  said  seTeral  other  parties,  and  shall  not  be  redeemed 
or  redeemable  bj  me  until  all  mone j  doe  jmntl j  from  tlie 
said  Henry  Codrington  and  myself  shall  be  fully  paidsDd 
satisfied.  And  I  hereby  undertake  and  agree,  at  any 
time  hereafter,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Robert  Bate 
and  at  mv  coists,  to  execute  a  transfer  of  the  said  moit- 
gage  to  him  and  the  seyeral  other  parties  afbresiud,  f<ff 
securing  the  payment  of  the  sums  of  money  so  jointly  due 
from  the  said  Henry  Codrington  and  myselC 

**  Witness  my  hand,  this  15th  day  of  October,  1R57, 

"Sophia  Rhodes. 

"  AVitness,  William  Plowman.' 

The  defendant  Bate  thereupon  took  possession  of  the 
plaintiff's  mortgage,  which,  on  the  11th  of  January,  1862, 
was  transferred  to  the  defendant  Francis  Brice.  The  bill 
did  not  impeach  the  «ud  transfer,  or  the  conduct  of 
Francis  Brice,  so  far  as  concerned  Francis  Brice ;  but  it 
alleged  that  the  defendant  William  Brice,  who  acted  for 
Francis  Brice,  was  privy  to  the  transaction  which  wis 
effected  by  Bate  and  Codrington. 

The  plaintiff  denied  that  she  was  liable  to  Messrs. 
Sealy,  but  alleged  that  if  she  ever  joined  in  notes  to 
these  gentlemen  she  did  so  under  pressure,  and  was  not 
liable  in  equity. 

It  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  liable 
to  Messrs.  Sealy  in  the  sum  of  862f.  ISs.  5d.  On  the 
24th  April,  1860,  Robert  Bate  and  Henry  Codrington 
told  her  it  was  necessary  for  her  to  sign  the  following 
document,  which  she  accordingly  did : — 
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"Whereas  the  several  sums  of  321/.  10*.,  800/.,  and 
1259/.  175.  8(/.,  in  the  annexed  memorandum  of  deposit 
mentioned  to  be  due  and  owing  to  Bobert  Bate  from 
Sophia  Bhodes  and  H.  Codrington,  are  still  due  and 
owing  to  him,  but  all  interest  has  been  paid,  as  Bobert 
Bate  hereby  admits :  And  whereas  Bobert  Bate,  at  the 
request  of  S.  Bhodes  and  H.  Codrington,  hath  this  day 
paid  Messrs.  Sealy  862/.  18*.  5d,  mentioned  in  the  an- 
nexed paper  to  be  due  from  them,  with  interest  and  costs, 
amounting  to  973/.  3*.  Id:  And  whereas  S.  Bhodes  and 
H.  Codrington  have  this  day  made  and  given  their  joint 
and  several  promissory  notes  of  even  date  to  the  said  B. 
Bate  to  secure  1488/.  5s.,  being  amount  paid  to  Sealy, 
and  515/.  Is.  lie/.,  this  day  lent  by  Bate  to  Codrington 
with  interest,  and  Sophia  Bhodes  hath  agreed  to  charge 
the  sum  3880/.  due  to  her  from  Messrs.  Clements  on 
mortgage  of  hereditaments  in  Islington,  the  mortgage  and 
title  deeds  of  which  are  now  in  Bate's  custody,  with  pay- 
ment of  the  said  three  several  sums  of  321/.  lO*.,  800/., 
and  1259/.  1 7s.  8e/.,  so  due  as  aforesaid,  as  of  1488/.  5s. 
this  day  lent  and  secured  by  the  said  note,  with  interest, 
and  she  doth  declare  that,  the  said  sum  of  3880/.,  nor  her 
estate  and  interest  in  the  premises,  shall  be  redeemed  or 
redeemable  until  full  payment,  as  well  of  the  said  sum  of 
1488/.  5s.  now  advanced,  with  lawful  interest,  as  of  the 
said  several  sums  of  321/.  IO5.,  800/.,  and  1259/.  175.  8rf., 
and  the  interest  thereof  respectively. 

"  Witness  my  hand  this  24th  day  of  April,  1860. 

"  Sophia  Bhodes." 


ise5. 


statement. 


The  bill  alleged  that  no  valuable  consideration  was 
ever  given  to  the  plaintiff  for  joining  in  the  said  note. 
That  the  plaintiff  never  asked  Bate  to  pay  Messrs.  Sealy. 
That  Bobert  Bate  never  asked  her  for  any  authority  to 
prepare  the  said  Jigreement,  and  she  never  gave  it.  That 
Codrington  never  told  her  for  what  purix)se  she  was  re- 
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quested  to  go  to  Bate's  office^  and  that  neither  he  nor 
Bate  ever  ezpltuned  that  the  effect  would  be  to  make  her 
liable  to  pay  the  amount  secured  thereby.  The  bill 
charged  that  it  was  the  duty  of  Bate  to  have  informed 
her  of  the  effect  thereof^  and  that  it  ought  to  be  de- 
clared that  the  said  agreement  is  not  binding  on  the 
plaintiff. 

The  bill  alleged  that  in  the  account  in  Bate's  ledger 
against  Codrington  was  the  sum  of  4637/.  7s.  leL,  for  which 
he  cliumed  to  hold  security  from  the  plwitiff  for 
3769/.  12s.  Sd.  Under  these  circumstances  the  biD 
charged  that  Bate^  in  collusion  with  the  defendants 
William  Brice  and  Codrington,  contrived  the  plan  which 
Bate  afterwards  carried  into  effect  by  obtaining  payment 
to  himself  of  the  sum  of  3880/.,  secured  by  the  mortgage 
on  the  Islington  property,  and  of  paying  himself^out  of 
her  fortune.  The  bill  then  set  out  the  circumstances  of 
the  transfer  of  the  mortgage  to  Francis  Brice,  and  allied 
that  under  coercion  and  misrepresentation  the  plaintiff 
allowed  William  Brice  to  pay  to  Bate,  instead  of  to  ha^ 
self,  the  sum  of  3856/.  I2s.  2d,,  part  of  the  said  sum  of 
3880/. ;  Bobert  Bate  caused  to  be  paid  to  her  the  sum  of 
23/.  7*.  lOrf. 

The  plamtiff,  on  the  Ist  of  July,  1863,  filed  this  Ull 
praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  instruments  of 
the  8th  of  November,  1854;  the  I5th  of  October,  1857; 
and  the  24th  of  April,  1860,  were  improperly  obtained 
from  and  were  not  binding  on  the  plaintiff. 

Secondly :  That  it  might  be  declared  that  Bate  obtamed 
the  said  sum  of  3856/.  I2s,  2d,  by  coercion,  undue  in- 
fluence, and  misrepresentation,  and  might  be  decreed  to 
repay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  with  interest  at  5/.  per 
cent. 

Thirdly :  That  if  necessary  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  the  sums  of  money  (if  any)  lent  by  Bate  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  that,  less  what  he  should  be  found  to  have  advanced, 
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he  might  be  decreed  to  repay  to  the  plaintiff  the  balance 
of  the  said  3856/.  12^.  2d.  with  interest. 

Fourthly :  That  William  and  Francis  Brice  might  be 
ordered  to  deliver  up  to  be  cancelled  the  two  documents 
of  the  15th  of  October,  1857,  and  the  24th  of  April,  1860 ; 
and  that  the  bond,  bill  of  exchange,  and  promissory  notes 
might  be  amended  by  striking  out  the  plaintiff's  name ; 
and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  covenant  for  repay- 
ment of  the  3880/.  was  obtained  from  the  plaintiff  with- 
out consideration,  and  was  not  binding  on  her ;  and,  if 
necessary,  for  an  injunction. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  admitted  generally  that 
he  had  acted  at  times  for  the  plaintiff,  but  denied  that  he 
was  her  regular  professional  adviser ;  he  denied  also  the 
use  of  any  undue  influence,  and  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  shrewd  woman  who  understood  business  matters 
thoroughly. 

A  great  part  of  the  evidence  was  on  the  question 
whether  Bate  had  been  the  professional  adviser  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  also  on  the  question  of  the  competency  of 
the  plaintiff. 


1865. 


Statement, 


Mr.  Bolt,  Mr.  Greene,  and  Mr.  W.  W,  Karslake,  for  the 
plaintiff,  contended  that  the  evidence  clearly  proved  that 
the  defendant  Bate  acted  as  the  professional  adviser,  and, 
that  relation  being  established,  the  influence  was  an 
inference  of  law,  and,  if  so,  the  transaction  C/Ould  not 
stand :  Oibson  v.  J  eyes  (a),  Morgan  v.  Higgins  (J),  Davis 
V.  Parry  (c). 

Secondly:  they  contended  that  Bate,  through  her 
brother-in-law,  had  made  use  of  undue  influence,  and  on 
that  ground  also  the  transaction  could  not  be  supported : 
Anderson  v.  Elsxoorth  {d),  Huguenin  v.  Bazely  («),  Norton 


(a)  6  Ves.  266. 
(6)  1  Giff.  270. 
(c)  Ibid,  174. 


{d)  3  Giff.  154. 
(e)  14  Ves.  273. 


Argument. 
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V.  JRellt/  («),  Hoghton  v.  Hoghton  (b).  Baker  v.  Bradley{c\ 
Dent  V.  Bennett  (d),  Maitland  v.  Irving  («),  Archer  t. 
Hudson  (f). 

The  Issues  of  fact  raised  by  the  bill  were  in  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  opinion  clearly  proved  by  the  evidence. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Freeling^  for  the  defendant  Bate, 
contended  that  the  evidence  clearly  showed  that  Bate  was 
never  the  plaintiff's  professional  adviser^  except  in  the 
matter  of  her  will  and  in  investigating  her  accounts.  The 
professional  relation,  if  it  could  be  called  such,  had  long 
terminated  when  the  transactions  complained  of  occurred. 
The  caaes  as  charged  in  the  bill  and  established  by  the  evi- 
dence were  different.  Looked  at  in  its  true  light,  the  caae 
was  one  of  suretyship,  but  the  liability  of  a  surety  could 
not  be  got  rid  of  by  alleging  that  the  principal  debtor 
exercised  undue  influence  over  the  surety :  Hunter  t. 
Atkins  (g)y  Oldham  v.  Hand  (A), 

The  plaintiff  to  entitle  herself  to  relief  must  make  out 
either  fraud  or  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  the  person 
against  whom  she  sought  relief,  and  that  proposition  of 
law  was  in  effect  admitted  by  the  bill,  but  the  evidence 
fell  short  of  the  allegations :  Blackie  v.  Clark  (i).  Waters 
V.  Taglor(k),  Blagrave  v.  Routh  (I),  Welles  v.  Middle- 
ton  (wi). 

It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  bill  must  be  (Us- 
missed  with  costs. 

Mr.  Matins  and  Mr.  Bickley  Rogers,  for  the  defendant 


(a)  2  Eden.  286. 
lb)  15  Beav.  278. 

(c)  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  597. 

(d)  7  Sim.  539. 
(c)  15  Sim.  437. 
(/)  7  Beav.  551. 


(g)  3  M.  &  K.  113. 
(A)  2  Ves.  sen.  259. 
(0  15  Beav.  695. 
(k)  2  M.  &  Cr.  526. 
(/)  2  K.  &  J.  509. 
(m)  4.  B.  P.  C.  245. 
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Brice^  submitted  that  no  case  had  been  made  out  against 
them^  and  the  bill  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mr.  RoU  replied. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  reserved  his  judgment. 
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The  ViCE-ChANCELLOR  : —  May  3rd. 

The  result  of  the  transaction  mentioned  in  the  pleadings  Judgment. 
and  evidence  in  this  cause  is  that  the  whole  of  the  plain- 
tiff's property^  except  a  balance  of  a  little  more  than  202.^ 
has  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Mr.  Bate  in 
payment  of  debts  due  to  him  by  the  defendant  Codrington, 
without  any  benefit  or  any  valuable  consideration  what- 
ever accruing  to  the  plaintiff. 

During  the  whole  of  the  transactions  the  plaintiff  was 
residing  and  had  been  for  several  years  residing  in  the 
family^  and  as  a  member  of  the  family^  of  the  defendant 
Codrington^  who  was  married  to  her  sister.  She  was  much 
attached  to  him,  and  to  her  sister,  and  to  their  children. 
All  the  transactions  which  are  impeached  by  her  in  this 
suit  took  place  after  she  was  fifty  years  of  age,  as  it  ap- 
pears she  was  born  in  the  year  1803.  That  the  defendant 
Codrington  had  very  great  influence  over  her,  and  used 
that  influence  to  his  own  advantage,  is  beyond  doubt. 

As  to  the  defendant  Bate,  he  was  the  professional  ad- 
viser and  friend  of  Codrington.  One  material  question 
in  the  case,  as  a  question  of  fact,  is  whether  the  defendant 
Bate  had  so  acted  as  the  plaintiff's  professional  adviser  as 
to  stand  in  that  relation  of  confidence  towards  her,  pro- 
ducing influence  over  her  which  can  bring  the  case  within 
the  doctrine  of  this  Court  which  invalidates  acts  of  bounty 
unless  there  be  clear  evidence  of  circumstances  suflScient 
to  show  protection  against  undue  influence. 

It  can  scarcely  be  said  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
relief  against  Bate  depends  upon  proof  that  he  was  the 
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confidential  legal  adviser^  and  stood  in  a  position  which 
gave  him  great  influence  over  her. 

There  is  little  reason  to  doubts  upon  the  result  of  the 
evidence^  that^  whether  Bate  was  her  confidential  leg»l 
adviser  or  not,  he  was  well  aware  of  the  influence  which 
the  defendant  Codrington  had  over  her.  He  certainly 
had  ascertained  the  amount  of  her  fortune^  and  it  cannot 
be  doubted  that  he  gave  credit  to  Codrington  in  the  con- 
fidence that  the  influence  of  one  or  both  of  them  would 
induce  her  to  become  surety  for  Codrington.  Indeed,  on 
the  occasion  of  the  last  transaction  Mr.  Bate  says  ^t 
before  she  executed  the  deed  on  the  24th  of  April,  1860, 
he  warned  her  that  from  the  state  of  Codrington's  afiain 
it  was  quite  clear  that  he  would  not  be  able  to  repay  her. 
Lord  Eldon  said  in  Huguenin  v.  Bazefy  (a)  that  he 
should  regret  if  any  doubt  could  be  entertained  that  it  is 
not  competent  to  a  Court  of  Equity  to  taJce  away  fitmi 
third  parties  the  benefits  which  they  have  derived  fitmi 
the  undue  infiuence  of  others. 

But  the  evidence  in  this  case  proves  that  on  varionfl 
occasions  the  plaintiff*  employed  Mr.  Bate  as  her  profes- 
sional adviser.  On  this  point,  however,  there  are  some 
denials  in  the  answer  of  Mr.  Bate  very  express  and 
positive.  He  denies  that  she  employed  him  to  alter  her 
will  in  December,  1853.  In  the  eleventh  paragraph  of 
his  second  answer  he  says,  "  I  deny  that  I  was  in  the 
month  of  November,  1855,  the  plaintiff's  professional  ad- 
viser ;  and  I  do  not  know  and  1  cannot  set  forth  as  to  my 
information,  belief,  or  otherwise,  who  was  her  professional 
adviser." 

As  to  his  having  been  consulted  by  the  plaintiff  in 
December,  1853,  as  to  her  will,  an  occasion  on  which  she 
showed  the  will  she  had  previously  made,  the  evidence  of 
the  plaintiff's  sister,  and  of  the  plaintiflT  herself,  is  too  cir^ 


(a)  14  Ves.  278. 
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cnmstantial  and  clear  to  be  disregarded^  Mr.  Bate  admits 
that  he  was  employed  to  make  her  will  in  1855.  And  as 
to  his  having  acted  as  her  professional  adviser  during  the 
year  1855^  the  letters  and  the  bills  of  costs  of  Mr.  Stephens^ 
who  acted  as  his  London  agent  (on  Mr.  Bate's  recommen- 
dation and  with  Mr.  Bate's  assistance)^  besides  the  other 
documentary  evidence  on  this  part  of  the  ease^  are  con- 
clusive^  and  the  more  so  because  Mr.  Stephens  has  not 
been  brought  forward  to  say  anything  in  contradiction  or 
explanation  of  the  purport  of  the  documents. 

It  was  on  the  24th  of  Aprils  1860^  that  the  ultimate 
security  which  in  fact  exhausted  the  plaintiff's  property 
was  given  to  Mr.  Bate.  The  account  which  he  himself 
gives  in  the  37th  and  38th  paragraphs  of  his  first  answer 
of  this  transaction,  and  his  description  of  the  explanation 
and  monition  which  he  then  gave  her^  show  how  much  in 
his  own  opinion  she  required  protection  and  assistance 
agfdnst  the  influence  under  which  she  was  then  acting. 

No  distinction  can  be  made  as  to  that  part  of  the  debt 
to  Bate  which  was  incurred  by  his  paying  off  the  debt  to 
Sealy.  It  is  true  that  Mr.  Bate  does  not  seem  to  have 
had  any  hand  in  the  original  voluntary  obligation  of  the 
plaintiff  to  Sealy  for  that  sum^  but  he  was  no  stranger 
to  the  influence  under  which  it  had  been  given^  and  he 
was  himself  the  actor  in  the  transaction  of  October^  1857, 
and  prepared  the  memorandum  of  deposit  by  which  the 
plaintiff^s  property  was  pledged  to  himself  to  secure  the 
debt  due  to  Sealy  as  well  as  the  debt  due  to  himself. 

Upon  a  fair  consideration  of  the  evidence  it  seems  plain 
that  the  defendant  Bate  took  advantage  of  the  influence 
which  the  defendant  Codrington  and  he  himself  had  over 
the  plaintiff.  There  must,  therefore,  be  a  decree  against 
both  these  defendants  to  make  good  to  the  plidntiff  all  her 
property  which  the  defendant  Bate  thus  acquired. 

As  to  the  defendant  Frederick  Brice,  he  and  the  other 
defendant,  William  Brice,  have  been  made  parties  to  this 
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suit  in  consequence  of  the  objection  taken  by  the  defen- 
dant William  Bate. 

They  are  no  doubt  properly  made  parties.  The  costs  of 
the  defendant  Austin  Brice  must  be  paid  in  the  first 
instance  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  amount  must  be  added 
to  the  costs  which  the  defendants  Bate  and  Codrington 
must  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff.  It  has  been  at- 
tempted to  make  a  distinction  as  to  the  costa  of  the  defen- 
dant William  Brice.  He  certainly  acted  as  the  solicitor 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  transaction  of  the  transfer  of  the 
securities^  but  he  was  in  no  way  involved  in  the  creation 
of  the  obligations  which  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  her  pro* 
perty. 

The  transfer  put  Mr.  Bate  in  possession  of  the  money, 
and  Mr.  William  Brice  is  properly  a  party  to  this  suit  in 
the  character  of  a  trustee  in  that  transaction. 

On  these  grounds  the  costs  of  William  Brice  ought,  I 
think,  to  be  provided  for  in  the  same  way  as  the  costs  of 
the  defendant  Austin  Brice,  and  be  ultimately  paid  by 
the  defendants  Bate  and  Codrington. 
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MACKINTOSH   v.  THE    GREAT    WESTERN     June  ^  juiy. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY.  *^un.,i88S. 


Ti 


his  bill  was  filed  in  1847  by  the  original  plaintiiF^  David  where,  on  the 
Mackintosh,  contractor,  against  the  Great  Western  Rail-  o7a~compir 
way  Company  ;  Mr.   Saunders,  their  secretary ;  and  Mr.  S*^<*  demand 
Brunei,  their  engineer.      The  case  has  been  repeatedly  labour  done 
before  the  court  (a)  and  several  of  the  parties  to  the  matters,  or 
original  suit  are  dead;  the  suit  has  been  subsequently  JJ^S""^^®*^ 
revived  against  their  representatives  so  far  as  it  was  neces-  contract  with 

a  railway  com- 
sary .  pany  for  works 

The  original  plaintiff,  David  Mackintosh,  had  entered  exSL"!' aT 
into  seven  principal  and  other  subordinate  contracts  for  chief  clerk's 

,  ,  certificate, 

the  construction  of  the  railway  works  near  Slough  and  after  a 
part  of  the  line  between  Bristol  and  Bath,  and  claimed  amination,  as- 
over  and  above  what  had  been  paid  large  sums  as  due  on  pertained  the 

*■  ^  amount,  the 

the  contract.     On  the  30th  May,  1855,  the  Court  referred  Court  will  not 

it  to  chambers  to  enquire  and  certify  whether  anything  amount  so  cer- 

and  what  remained  due  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  varied^  to 

works  executed  and  materials  supplied  under  the  several  *^®  ^^^^^  ^ 

,         .  .       .  any  part  of  it, 

contracts  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  having  regard  to  the  unless  acase  of 

terms  of  the  contract  respectively,  and  to  the  circum-  or  manifest 

stances  under  which  the  plaintiff  carried  on  the  works.  ghown^  in 

In  pursuance  of  the  direction  the  chief  clerk  made  his  8«ch  cases 

the  certificate 

certificate,  by  which  he  found  a  gross  sum  due  to  the  should  not  be 
plaintiff,  but,  the  company  being  dissatisfied  with  the  ^und*whtch 
decision  on  the  ground  that  the  items  were  not  specified,  would  not  be  a 

o  ,  ground  for 

appealed  to  his  Honour,  who  approved  the  certificate.         moving  for  a 

new  trial,  or 
setting  aside 
(a)  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  758  ;  2  M.  &  G.  174  ;  14  De  G.  &  Sm.  644 ;   the  verdict  of 

3  Sm.  &  G.  146.  a  j^jy-      ^ 

\\  here  by  a 

contract  a  sum 

of  money  is  payable  at  a  time  certain,  and  upon  a  sum  to  be  ascertained  on  certain  data, 

but  a  di:ipute  occurs  ns  to  thn  amount  \vliic}i  is  settled  by  the  Court  interest  is  payable 

under  the  Statute  3  5c  4  Will.  4,  c.  42. 

z  z  2 
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1864.  The  company  appealed  against  this  decision,  and  the 

Mackintosh  Lords  Justices  allowed  the  appeal  and  directed  the  chief 
clerk  to  amend  the  certificate  by  stating  the  details.  The 
chief  clerk,  in  pursuance  of  the  order,  certified  that  a  sum 
of  nearly  200,000/.  was  due  from  the  company.  To  this  the 
defendants  moved  to  vary  this  certificate  as  to  more  than 
900  items.  The  plaintiff  also  moved  to  vary  the  certificate, 
objecting  to  the  disallowance  of  certain  sums  for  ashlar 
work,  and  other  mdtters  amounting  to  upwards  of 
100,000/. 

The  case  also  came  on  for  further  consideration.  The 
chief  clerk  had  allowed  interest  at  4  per  cent.  This 
question,  and  that  of  the  costs  of  the  suit,  were  abo 
raised. 


Arguntent, 


The  Attorney^  General  and  Mr.  F.  J.  Millar  appeared 
for  the  plaintiffs : — 

They  supported  the  certificate,  but  ftirther  submitted 
that  if  the  defendants'  exceptions  were  allowed  the  phun- 
tiff's  counter-exceptions  must  be  allowed  also,  though 
otherwise  the  plaintiff  would  be  contented  to  take  the  cer- 
tificate. 

On  the  subject  of  interest  they  cited — Davis  v.  Sm^ 
(a).  Fare  v.  Wiard  (i),  Mildmay  v.  Methuen  (c),  AshweU 
v.  Staunton  (rf),  Swynfen  v.  Scawen  (e),  Lowndes  v.  Col- 
lens  if) y  Upton  v.  Lord  Ferrers  (ff),  Marshall  v.  Poole (h)f 
Lucas  v.  Temple  (i),  Fenton  v.  Crickett  (A),  SheweU  v. 
Jones  (/),  Re  Catlin  (m),  Alsop  v.  Lord  Oxford  (n). 

As  to  interest  on  a  building  contract  they  cited — Hyde  ?. 


(a)  8  M.  &  W.  399. 
(V)  3  M.  &  W.  25. 
(c)  3  Drew.  91. 
{d)  30  Beav.  52. 
ie)  1  Ve8.  Sen.  99. 
(/)  17  Ves.  27. 
{g)  5  Ves.  800. 


(h)  13  East,  98. 

(0  9  Ves.  300. 

(k)  3  Mad.  496. 

(0  2  Sim.  &  St.  170 ;  3  Vim. 

(m)  18  Beav.  508. 
(n)  1  M.  &  K.  564. 
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Price  (a);  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  42,  s.  28.     They  also  claimed         1864. 
the  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants  had  been  mackintosh 
guilty  of  vexatious  conduct  in  delaying  the  settlement  of   rp^g  orbat 
the  plaintiffs  claim. 


Mr.  Bacouy  Mr.  Malins,  and  Mr.  T.  Stevens  appeared 
for  the  company. 

They  submitted,  first,  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  the  suit.  They  cited  Parker  v.  Hutchinson 
{b)y  Young  v.  Walter  (c). 

Secondly,  they  contended  that  the  decision  of  the  chief 
clerk  could  at  most  be  regarded  as  the  award  of  an  arbi- 
trator, who  was  bound  to  decide  according  to  the  rule  of 
law. 

Thirdly,  on  the  question  of  interest,  they  contended, 
first,  that,  there  being  no  decree  for  interest,  the  Court 
had  no  power  to  give  it :  Creuze  v.  Hunter  (d).  And, 
secondly,  that,  there  being  no  agreement  to  pay  interest, 
and  the  money  not  being  payable  on  a  day  certain,  no 
interest  could  be  given:  Riggings  v.  Sargent {e\  Hare 
V.  Richards  (/),  Bushnan  v.  Morgan  (g),  Foster  v.  Wes^ 
ton  (A),  Rhodes  v.  Rhodes  (i).  Tew  v.  Lord  Winterton 
(A),  Calton  V.  Bragg  (J)^  Gordon  v.  Swan  (jn),  Cameron 
V.  Smith  {n). 

And,  lastly,  on  the  question  of  interest,  they  contended 
that  the  plaintiff*,  having  claimed  excessive  prices,  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  interest :  Duchess  of  Marlborough  v. 
Strong  (o). 

On  the  question  of  costs  they  contended  that  the  plain- 


(a)  8  Sim.  678  ;  8.  c.  6  L.  J. 
358. 
(6)  3  Ves.  133. 

(c)  9  Ves.  364. 

(d)  2  Ves.  157. 

(e)  2  B.  &  C.  348. 
(/)  7  Ring.  254. 
(g)  5  Sim.  635. 


(h)  6  Bing.  709. 
(»)  Johnson,  653. 
(k)  1  Ves.  451. 
(0  15  East,  223. 
(m)  12  East,  419. 
(n)  2  B.  &  Aid.  305. 
(o)  1  B.  P.  C.  175. 
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tiff,  by  having  claimed  enormous  sums  beyond  what  was 
allowed^  had,  in  fact,  occasioned  the  litigation,  and  ought 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  or,  at  all  events,  ought  not  to 
be  allowed  costs. 

The  Vice-Chakcellor  : — 

There  is  now  before  the  Court  a  motion  by  the  defen- 
dants to  vary  the  chief  clerk's  certificate  as  to  more  than 
900  items.  Each  of  these  items  has  been  the  subject  of 
argument. 

The  evidence  on  which  all  this  must  be  disposed  of, 
and  the  arguments  upon  that  evidence,  have  been  sepa- 
rately considered,  and  this  Court  has  now  for  the  fourth 
time  to  deal  with  them. 

If  it  had  appeared  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  that  the 
Court  could  have  disposed  of  the  case  without  further 
investigation,  the  proper  decree  on  the  firame  of  the  bill 
would  have  been  for  the  payment  by  the  defendants  to 
the  plaintiff  of  one  single  gross  sum  due  to  him  for  the 
construction  of  the  works. 

In  matters  of  account  there  is  a  concurrent  jurisdiction 
at  law  and  in  equity.  But  this  being  a  suit  by  a  contractor 
to  recover  the  amount  due  for  work  and  labour  and  ma- 
terials supplied,  and  not  a  bill  for  an  account  properly 
so  called,  the  defendants  have  disputed  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court.  No  doubt  the  nature  of  the  investigation  and 
of  the  evidence  would  differ  much  from  what  is  usual  in 
a  decree  for  an  account. 

The  authorities,  however,  show  that  this  Court  has 
entertained  such  cases;  and  Lord  Cottenham,  in  the  case 
of  The  North'Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  Martin  (a), 
held  that  where  circumstances  seemed  to  make  it  con- 
venient this  Court  ought  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction. 

Whether  the  remedy  be  at  law  or  in  equity,  the  proper 


(a)  2  Phill.  758. 
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course  must  be  to  determine  by  a  proper  investigation  the         1866. 
reasonableness  of  the  plaintiff's  demands.     Neither  in  this  mackintosh 
Court  nor  at  law  can  it  be  the  proper  course  to  have  a 
separate  adjudication  on  each  item  separately  considered. 
The  course  is,  to  investigate  each  item  with  reference  to 
other  items,  and  on  a  consideration  of  all  the  circiun- 
stances  bearing  on  each,  with  reference  to  the  whole,  to 
fix  the  total  sum  which  ought  fairly  to  be  allowed.     If 
this  Court,  assuming  a  jurisdiction  in  a  case  which  accord- 
ing to  the  usual  course  would  be  dealt  with  in  a  court  of 
law,  does  not  mould  its  proceedings  so  as  to  make  them  in 
a  due  degree  conformable  to  those  of  the  more  proper  and 
ordinary  jurisdiction,  the  result  will  probably  be  incon- 
venient and  mischievous. 

The  chief  clerk  in  the  certificate  before  the  Court  has 
stated  the  result  of  an  elaborate  investigation,  and  has 
also,  in  compliance  with  the  wish  expressed  by  the  Court 
of  Appeal,  stated  details  of  the  particulars  of  demand 
which  have  enabled  the  defendants  to  bring  before  the 
Court  a  motion  to  vary  the  certificate  as  to  more  than  900 
items.  The  amount  of  one  item  as  to  which  the  defen- 
dants have  raised  a  dispute  (No.  12  of  6  B.)  is  the  sum 
of  threepence.  As  to  another  the  sum  in  dispute  is  nine- 
pence.  There  are  fifty-three  items  each  under  1/.,  and 
145  items  under  §1. 

No  such  proceeding  could  be  allowed  before  a  court  of 
law  or  an  arbitrator,  and  the  intolerable  amount  of  expense 
and  delay  which  it  would  produce  is  the  reason  why  it  is 
not  allowed.  In  this  court,  where  the  jurisdiction  to 
settle  the  amount  due  for  work  and  labour  and  materials 
supplied  is  ordinarily  exercised  in  the  taxation  of  a 
solicitor's  bill,  when  on  the  investigation  before  the  tax- 
ing master  he  has  decided  as  to  an  item  the  Court  does 
not  permit  an  application  to  vary  his  decision  as  to  par- 
ticular items,  although  it  will  sometimes  permit  an  appeal 
against  his  decision  as  to  a  class  of  items  to  the  whole  of 
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1866.        which  one  principle  may  apply.     It  was  so  settled  by 
Mackintosh   Lord  Eldon  in  Lucas  v.    Temple  (a).      In  the  case  of 

receivers'  accounts  the  Court  in  like  manner  reftises  ap- 
plications to  vary  as  to  items.  (See  Fentan  v.  Cricket {b)\ 
Shewel  V.  Janes  (c) ;  Re  Catlin  {d)  ;  Alsop  v.  Lard  Ox- 
Judgment,  ford  (e).  Where  the  Court  referred  accounts  to  an  arbi- 
trator and  directed  accounts  to  be  taken  in  like  manner  as 
before  a  master,  and  the  arbitrator  made  his  award  without 
setting  forth  the  items  but  stated  the  general  result,  ex- 
ceptions on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  stated  the  particular 
balances,  or  how  the  general  balance  was  arrived  at,  were 
overruled;  and  the  Court  said  ''it  would  be  of  mis- 
chievous consequence  if,  wherever  the  Court  sends  com- 
plicated accounts  to  arbitrators,  they  should  set  out  all 
the  particulars.  It  is  much  better  that  the  award  should 
be  made  in  the  short  way  it  is."  This  was  in  a  case  of 
account  properly  so  called :  Dick  v.  MiUigan{J^y 

A  case  of  Smith  v.  Smith  (ff)  was  mentioned  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  but  it  seems  to  have  no  application 
whatever  to  questions  of  this  kind.  It  was  a  case  under 
the  old  practice,  now  fortunately  abolished,  in  which  the 
Court  condemned  the  report  of  the  Master  because  it 
merely  referred  to  the  accounts  as  filed  in  his  office  and 
did  not  set  them  forth.  It  appeared  that  copies  of  the 
accounts  were  necessary  to  make  the  report  intelligible, 
and  that  the  reason  for  not  setting  them  forth  was  the 
disgraceful  and  corrupt  purpose,  that  the  parties  should 
pay  fees  to  the  Master's  clerk  for  obtuning  copies. 

It  is  important  to  observe  that  the  Act  of  15  &  16  Yict 
c.  80,  s.  69,  has  now  regulated  the  form  of  the  chief  clerk's 
certificates,  and  has  enabled  the  parties  to  obtain,  during 
the  progress  of  any  inquiry  or  account,  the  opinion  of  the 


(a)  9  Ves.  300. 
(6)  3Madd.496. 
(c)  2  S.  &  St.  170 ;  S.  C,  3 
Ru6.  522. 


{d)  18  Beav.  508. 
(«)  1  M.&  K.  564. 
(/)  4  B.  C.  C.  117. 
(g)  Dick.  789. 
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judge  upon  any  particular  point  or  matter  arising  in  the         ^^^• 
course  of  the  investigation.  Mackintosh 

The  items  which  have  been  disputed  on  the  present  ^hb  Grbat 
motion  for  the  most  part  involve  questions  of  compensa- 
tion and  of  estimate  on  the  quantum  meruit,  on  which 
probably  no  two  men  would  agree.  Even  one  man^ 
although  a  competent  judge>  might  at  different  times 
arrive  at  different  results,  according  to  the  force  with 
which  particular  circumstances  might  strike  his  mind; 
and  yet  it  might  not  be  easy  to  say  that  either  of  the 
different  conclusions  was  wrong. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  law  refers  such  questions 
to  a  jury.     The  sum  which  the  whole  jury  agrees  to  fix 
as  a  proper,  although  it  may  be  a  sum  on  which,  perhaps, 
no  two  of  the  jurymen,  each  acting  separately  on  the 
dictates  of  his  own  understanding,  would  have  fixed,  yet, 
being  agreed  to  by  the  jury  on  a  compromise  of  opinion, 
is  accepted  as  conclusive.     Any  other  principle  must  lead 
to  an  extent  of  vexatious  litigaton,  perhaps  interminable. 
After  having  heard  the  defendant's  counsel  for  twenty- 
three  days  in  support  of  the  motion  to  vary  the  certificate 
upon  each  of  the  prodigious  number  of  items,  which  have 
been  erroneously  treated  by  them  as  insulated  decisions^ 
I  think  the  result  is  this — that  upon  no  one  of  them  has  a 
case  been  made  out  which  would  be  considered  a  sufiScient 
ground  for  ordering  a  new  trial  at  law.    It  is  not  enough 
to  show  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  decision  embodied 
in  the  certificate,  treating  that  decision  as  a  verdict,  is 
certainly  correct,  or  is  perfectly  satisfactory,  or  that  some 
other  amount  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  be  more 
more  proper.     None  of  these  are  sufiScient  grounds  for 
disturbing  the  finding  of  a  jury,  nor  is  there  any  authority 
for  saying  that  all  or  any  of  these  grounds  would  be  sufli- 
cient  to  justify  the  Court  in  finding  on  the  certificate. 
In  the  case  of  Carstairs  v.  Stein  (a)  a  new  trial  was  moved 

(a)  4  M.  &  Sel.  192, 200. 
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1866.  for,  and,  although  the  Court  thought  the  jury  might  have 
Mackintosh  come  to  a  more  satisfactory  conclusion,  yet  it  refused  to 
direct  a  new  trial  or  disturb  the  verdict.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  said,  ^^  The  Court,  in  granting  new  trials,  does 
not  interfere  unless  to  amend  some  manifest  abuse,  or  to 
correct  some  manifest  error  in  law  or  in  fact.'' 

This  principle  rests  on  the  plain  necessity  of  acceptang 
as  final  the  first  decision  on  a  fair  investigation,  where 
the  nature  of  the  question  is  such  that,  if  there  must  be 
a  new  investigation  and  new  decision  by  a  succession  of 
appeals,  each  decision  might  be  for  a  different  amount, 
and  the  decision  of  the  last  resort,  differing  from  all  the 
others,  would  have  against  it  the  presumption  of  error 
from  the  number  of  previous  contrary  decisions.  The 
result  would  be  to  deprive  the  decision  on  final  appeal 
of  that  authority  which  an  ultimate  decision  should  carry. 

It  is  to  prevent  such  inconvenient  consequences  that 
questions  of  this  peculiar  kind,  when  once  fiedrly  investi- 
gated and  decided,  are  not  usually  allowed  to  be  opened 
again,  or  the  decision  to  be  disturbed,  except  on  the 
strong  ground  of  manifest  error  or  manifest  abuse ;  and 
never  on  the  ground  that  a  different  result  might  be  more 
satisfactory  to  the  mind  of  another  tribunal. 

K  I  had  yielded  to  the  impression  produced  as  to  some 
of  the  items  on  an  insulated  view,  very  sufiicient  reasons 
might  be  given  for  varying  the  certificate ;  but  it  would  be 
a  fallacious  mode,  and  to  my  mind  an  unjustifiable  mode, 
in  a  case  of  this  kind,  to  deal  with  the  separate  items  by 
a  final  adjudication  upon  each,  without  a  view  to  the  gene* 
ral  bearing  of  the  allowance  of  each  item  by  reference  to 
other  items  and  to  the  whole  ultimate  amount,  and  to  all 
the  circumstances  of  conduct,  and  to  the  general  purport 
of  each  contract,  and  to  all  these  provisoes  which  as  to 
many  of  them  are  of  difficult  contruction. 

If  I  am  wrong  in  this  view,  the  correction  of  it  will,  1 
hope,  extract  some  luminous  exposition  of  the  principles 
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on  which  such  cases  should  be  treated  in  this  Court;  I8t^. 
but,  unless  at  least  the  same  amount  of  labour  is  bestowed  mackintosh 
upon  this  case  as  has  been  bestowed  upon  it  already  dur- 
ing the  five  years  of  careful  examination  of  the  evidence, 
and  correspondence,  and  the  pleadings  in  my  chambers, 
and  the  full  discussion  recorded  in  the  enormous  mass  of 
shorthand-writers'  notes  of  the  proceedings  on  which  the 
chief  clerk's  certificate  is  founded,  the  variation  of  the 
certificate  would,  to  my  mind,  be  not  only  an  unsatisfac- 
tory thing,  but  a  thing  unjustifiable. 

To  illustrate  these  views,  it  may  be  proper  to  refer  to 
one  or  two  of  the  questions  argued  during  the  twenty- 
three  days  occupied  by  the  labours  of  the  defendants' 
counsel.  One  item  as  to  which  they  asked  to  vary  the 
certificate  is  No.  31  in  the  contract  3  D,  where  20/.  is 
stated  as  a  proper  sum  to  be  allowed  for  four  gates.  The 
defendants  insist  that  only  141,  should  be  allowed,  that  is, 
at  the  rate  of  3/.  10^.  for  each  gate,  instead  of  51.  each. 
On  what  evidence  is  the  sum  of  14/.  ascertained  ?  On 
nothing  but  an  affidavit  by  Mr.  Brunei,  who  says  that  he 
considers  3/.  10^.  for  each  gate  enough:  he  does  not  say 
that  he  ever  examined  the  gates.  The  plaintiff's  evidence 
goes  to  prove  that  5/.  is  the  proper  charge.  I  know  no 
safe  ground  on  which  the  decision  of  the  chief  clerk  on 
such  a  point  as  this  is  to  be  disturbed.  Other  items  are  of 
a  more  extraordinary  nature,  and  show  still  more  strongly 
the  wisdom  of  the  rule  that  the  decision  of  such  ques- 
tions, once  arrived  at  after  a  fSsur  investigation,  ought  not 
to  be  disturb,  because  of  mere  difference  of  opinion  on  a 
matter  of  estimate  and  compensation,  where  the  perfect 
accordance  of  any  two  persons  as  to  exact  amount  can 
scarcely  be  expected.  The  item  No.  141  of  3  B  Exten- 
sion Contract,  is  an  allowance  for  compensation  for  great 
expense  and  delay  occasioned  to  the  contractor  by  the 
occurrence  of  an  extraordinary  circumstance.  It  appears 
that,  while  he  was  pressing  forward  his  oi)erationtf  in  per- 
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1865.  fbrmance  of  his  contract^  the  remains  of  a  Roman  villa 
Mackintosh  were  discovered.  Upon  this  discovery  the  engineers  of 
the  defendants^  in  order  to  preserve  this  interesting  and 
valuable  object,  ordered  the  operations  to  be  stayed,  and 
fences  to  be  constructed.  All  this  was  necessarily  and 
obviously  the  cause  of  loss  and  expense  to  the  con- 
tractor. 

Upon  this  item  three  counsel  for  the  defendants  have 
argued  in  support  of  the  motion  to  vary  the  certificate, 
insisting  that  there  was  no  evidence  before  the  chief  clerk 
to  justify  the  amount  allowed.  The  argument  was  sup- 
ported by  reading  irrelevant  passages  from  the  evidence, 
and  some  passages  from  the  shorthand-writer's  notes  of 
the  proceedings  before  the  chief  clerk.  But,  on  referring 
to  the  chief  clerk's  notes,  and  referring  also  to  the  full  re- 
cord of  what  took  place  before  him,  it  appears  that  the 
matter  underwent,  as  all  the  other  items  did,  a  long  and 
laborious  investigation  before  him.  Plans,  letters,  docu- 
ments, and  books  were  examined  before  him,  and  discussed 
on  both  sides.  It  clearly  appeared  from  these,  as  it  ap- 
peared to  me  on  the  discussion  of  the  motion,  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  that  a  heavy  loss  had  been  occasioned  to 
the  contractor,  in  respect  of  which  justice  required  that  he 
should  have  a  fair  compensation.  Many  modes  of  esti- 
mating that  compensation  might  be  suggested,  and  many 
objections  might  be  stated  to  any  mode  of  estimating  it 
It  is  highly  probable  that  if,  without  any  previous  investi- 
gation or  decision,  the  matter  had  come  before  the  Court 
for  the  first  time  on  this  motion,  a  different  amount,  and 
perhaps  a  different  mode  of  estimate,  might  have  been 
arrived  at.  But  where  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  review 
and  alter  the  amount  once  fairly  fixed  on  a  fair  and  full 
investigation,  there  is  no  safe  ground  for  an  alteration  un- 
less some  manifest  error  or  miscarriage  can  be  shown. 

It  is  enough  to  say,  as  to  the  whole  of  the  defendants^ 
900  objections,  that  it  seems  to  me  to  be  the  duty  of  the 
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Court  to  deal  with  them  all  on  the  same  principle.     No         1865. 

manifest  error  appearing,  no  miscarriage^  and  no  abuse,  Mackiictosh 

the  nature  of  the  question  is  such  that  the  decision  once 

fairly  arrived  at  should  not  be  disturbed.     If  as  to  all  or 

any  of  the  items  a  primd  facie  case  of  manifest  error  or 

abuse  had  appeared  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the 

Court  to  examine  the  record  of  what  took  place  before 

the  chief  clerk.     It  could  scarcely  be  justifiable  to  vary 

the  result  found  by  the  chief  clerk  without  an  investigation 

as  full  and  as  accurate  as  that  which  took  place  before 

him,  not  only  as  to  the  one  particular  item,  but  (inasmuch 

as,  in  such  a  case,  the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  most 

of  the  items  has  been  by  reference  to  the  circumstances 

influencing  the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  others)  from 

the  bearing  which  each  has  upon  the  others,  and  upon  the 

general  result  of  the  whole  investigation. 

The  enormous  bulk  of  the  shorthand-writers'  notes  of 
the  proceedings  before  the  chief  clerk,  and  before  myself 
in  chambers,  would  not  have  deterred  the  Court  from  this 
investigation  if  the  necessity  for  it  had  occurred.  One  of 
the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  has  already  mentioned 
the  danger  in  this  case  of  taking  any  short  cut,  and  there- 
fore a  shorter  examination  and  discussion  than  that  which 
has  taken  place  in  my  chambers  during  the  five  years 
would  be  improper  and  illusive.  But  I  can  see  no  ground 
for  exposing  the  parties  to  the  oppressive  expenditure  and 
delay  of  such  a  course  of  proceeding,  even  if  the  litigation 
had  not  lasted  for  nearly  twenty  years.  I  know  no 
authority  for  the  administration  of  justice  on  such  a  scheme, 
and  I  decline  to  entertain  it. 

There  are,  however,  two  points  which  have  been  put  in 
the  foreground  by  the  defendants  on  this  motion  to  vary 
the  certificate,  which  deserve  particular  attention. 

The  first  is  as  to  a  sum  of  19,882/.,  said  to  have  been 
improperly  allowed  on  the  contract,  3  B  Extension,  for 
the  Tiverton  tunnel. 
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1866.  The  other  is  as  to  the  contract  6  B,  whether  the  sum 

Mackihtosh  is  17,000/  or  16,500/. 

The  questions  on  these  two  matters  are  of  a  difierent 
kind  from  those  which  arise  on  the  other  items,  and  the 
observations  already  made  as  to  the  danger  of  disturbing 
the  amount  once  awarded  by  a  competent  authority  for  com- 
pensation or  damages,  or  remuneration,  are  not  applicable. 
But  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  these  two  points,  which 
are  both  raised  on  the  pleadings,  and  on  both  of  which 
much  evidence  was  given,  was  fully  discussed.  They 
might  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  decree,  but  there 
seemed  to  me  good  reason  for  thinking  that  the  investi- 
gation which  the  whole  case  must  receive  in  chambers 
might  produce  something  to  throw  more  light  upon  both 
points,  and  therefore  they  were  both  left  open.  On  re- 
ferring to  my  notes  of  what  took  place  at  the  hearii^  of 
the  cause,  and  looking  at  the  evidence  then  before  the 
Court,  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  decide  at  that  time,  I 
should  have  felt  bound  to  decide  them  both  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff. 

What  has  taken  place  in  chambers,  and  the  result  of 
the  argument  on  the  motion  to  vary  the  certificate,  con- 
firmed that  view.  The  notes  of  the  chief  clerk  are  very 
clear  as  to  the  ground  on  which  he  proceeded.  Now, 
after  the  third  argument  upon  them  it  seems  to  me  an- 
necessary  to  say  more  than  this : — As  to  the  first  point, 
the  evidence  shows  that  the  tender  No.  2  contiuns  the 
terms  of  the  real  contract ;  and  that  the  tenders  2  and  3 
must  be  read  together.  If  the  contractor  received  the 
gross  sum  of  35,419/.  it  could  make  no  difference  to  him 
what  sum  was  apportioned  for  the  tunnel,  but,  if  the  tender 
No.  3  is  taken  alone,  it  has  no  schedule  of  prices  applicable 
to  the  tunnel  at  all.  Moreover,  Mr.  Brunei,  in  the  20th 
paragraph  of  his  affidavit,  says  he  has  an  impression  that  he 
said  he  would  recommend  the  company  to  allow  35,41 9/L  19<. 
As  to  the  other  point,  there  was  no  tender  for  6  B  for 
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any  other  sum  than  1 7,600/.  Mr.  Brunei  gave  the  tender 
for  the  sum  of  17,600/.  to  the  solicitor  of  the  company  as 
the  proper  amount. 

There  is  no  reasonable  evidence  that  any  mistake  what- 
ever was  made  In  inserting  the  sum  of  17,600/.  in  the 
body  of  the  deed  and  annexing  the  tender. 
•  During  the  whole  period  of  the  construction  of  the 
works,  and  up  to  the  institution  of  this  suit,  no  other  sum 
than  17,600/.  was  mentioned.  But  during  the  preparation 
of  the  defendants'  answer  an  ingenious  agent  found  the 
sum  of  16,500/.  mentioned  in  a  paper  made  out  in  order 
to  satisfy  Mr.  Brunei  as  to  some  details,  and  not  made 
with  any  view  whatever  of  altering  the  tender  or  the 
contract:  the  controversy  was  raised  by  the  answer,  and 
this  paper  was  intended  to  be  evidence  that  in  the  deed 
deliberately  prepared  and  executed  from  the  instructions 
from  Mr.  Bunnel  there  is  a  mistake  as  to  this  sum. 

On  the  question  of  penalties  claimed  by  the  defendants 
the  case  has  not  been  very  strongly  pressed  at  the  bar. 

The  contract  as  to  penalties  was  that  they  should  be 
deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  certificates.  But  this 
never  was  attempted,  except  in  two  instances.  The 
object  of  the  stipulation  as  to  penalties  being  to  induce 
the  rapid  completion  of  the  works,  the  proper  course 
would  be  to  deduct  them  from  the  certificates  during  the 
progress  of  the  works.  But,  if  not  exacted  during  'the 
progress  according  to  the  contract,  the  claim  cannot  easily 
be  sustained  when  it  is  withheld  until  long  after  the  com- 
pletion of  the  works,  and  after  the  company  has  been  in 
the  ftill  and  profitable  enjoyment  of  the  labours  of  the 
contractor. 

Some  stress  was  laid  on  the  circumstance  that  errors 
in  the  casting-up  of  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  certificate 
have  been  discovered  on  the  second  investigation  before 
the  chief  clerk.  It  is  well  known  to  every  one  conver- 
sant with  accounts  and  calculations  tliat  such  errors  are 
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1865.  unavoidable  when  there  is  such  a  number  of  items.  It  is 
Mackintosh  possible  that  some  such  errors  may  still  be  detected; 
Thb  Okbat  di^i'^  the  hearing  of  this  motion  more  than  one  other 
error  of  that  kind  has  been  discovered.  On  questions 
of  damage  or  remuneration  the  possible  existence  of  such 
mistakes  seems  to  me  no  sufficient  reason  for  protractiiig 
an  investigation  in  a  case  where  absolute  certainty  of  an 
exact  and  proper  amount  is  impossible. 

There  has  been  before  the  Court  on  this  occasion  not 
only  the  motion  of  the  defendants  to  vary  the  certificate, 
but  also  a  motion  by  the  phuntiff,  who  complains  of  the 
disallowance  of  items  to  an  amount  altogether  exceeding 
100,000/. 

As  to  these,  the  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of  the 
plwitiff,  has  taken  what  seems  a  wise  and  discreet  course. 
The  plaintiff  considers  that  he  has  been  hardly  used  as  to 
these  disallowances,  but  he  has  authorised  his  counsel  to 
state  that,  being  worn  out  with  the  delays  and  expenses 
of  a  litigation  which  seems  endless,  and  finding  that  the 
Court  sees  no  ground  for  diminishing  the  amount  which 
the  chief  clerk  has  certified  to  be  due,  he  prefers  taking 
now  what  he  can  get,  rather  than  continue  the  contest, 
and  therefore  submits  to  have  this  motion  refused  vrithoat 
prejudice  to  his  right  to  go  into  it  on  appeal  in  case  the 
defendants  shall  seek  to  disturb  the  order  and  decree  now 
to  be  made. 

The  motions  to  vary  the  certificate  being  thus  disposed 
of,  it  is  proper  to  determine  the  questions  which  arise  on 
the  further  consideration  of  the  cause. 

There  is,  therefore,  the  important  question  of  interest 
to  be  decided.  It  became  a  question  at  the  original 
hearing  whether  the  decree  should  contain  any  direction 
as  to  interest.  The  bill  prayed  that  interest  might  be 
allowed. 

Agidn,  it  became  a  question  during  the  inquiry  in 
chambers  whether,  as  the  decree  was  silent  on  the  subject, 
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the  question  of  interest  should  be  dealt  with  in  chambers         1866. 
or  should  be  reserved  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  at  the  mackintosh 
hearing  on  the  further  consideration. 

As  the  decree  directed  an  inquiry  which  would  require 
a  very  long  and  laborious  investigation  of  the  particulars 
of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  it  was  thought  the  more  proper 
course  not  to  fetter  the  proceedings  in  chambers  by  any 
express  direction  as  to  interest,  but  to  leave  the  question 
open.  But  on  the  investigation  of  the  plaintiff's  demand 
in  chambers  there  were  obvious  reasons  for  entering  into 
the  question  of  interest,  and  dealing  with  it  on  the  cer- 
tificate ;  and  I  directed  the  chief  clerk  to  deal  with  it. 
If  it  had  been  omitted  in  the  certificate,  and  left  for  further 
consideration,  it  would  probably  have  been  contended 
that  the  delay  and  other  circumstances  relied  on  in  sup- 
port of  the  claim  of  interest  had  not  been  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  chambers  in  stating  the  amount  due  to  the 
plaintiff. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  certificate  dealt  with  the 
question,  and  it  should  be  thought  more  proper  for  further 
consideration,  no  harm  could  be  done  by  the  certificate 
including  it,  as  the  argument  could  conveniently  proceed 
on  a  motion  to  vary  the  certificate  in  that  respect,  and  the 
court  would  see  that  the  allowances  to  the  plaintiff's  claim 
had  been  made  without  reference  to  the  question  of 
interest. 

The  case  of  The  Duchess  of  Marlborough  v.  Strong  (a) 
is  an  authority  of  some  importance.  It  seems  to  recog- 
nise the  doctrine  that  in  cases  of  this  kind^  which  are 
cases  of  compensation,  and  not  of  account  properly  so  called, 
where  the  scale  of  compensation  is  fixed  at  an  increased 
rate,  or  what  would  seem  an  excessive  rate  in  respect  of 
what  is  called  slow  payment^  interest  should  not  be  allowed ; 
but  that  the  slow  payment  must  be  compen^ted  for  in 
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1865.  one  way  or  another,  either  by  allowing  interest  on  the  fiEur 
Mackihtosr  aniount  if  there  had  been  prompt  payment,  or  by  an  in- 
creased allowance  in  respect  of  the  delay.  As  to  the 
general  doctrine  of  this  Court  it  is  well  stated  in  Tew  y. 
Lord  Winterton  (a)  that  interest  may  be  allowed  in  cases 
where  the  nature  of  the  transactions  and  the  course  of 
dealing  or  other  circumstances  are  such  that  not  a  clear 
and  absolute  contract,  but  a  species  of  contract,  for  the 
payment  of  interest,  may  be  inferred.  The  doctrine  at 
law  has  been  stated  by  Lord  EUenborough,  in  CaJton  y. 
Bragg  (&),  in  somewhat  similar  terms.  As  to  the  statute 
of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  the  construction  put  upon  it  in 
the  case  of  Mildmay  y.  Methuen  (c),  has  not  been  shaken 
by  any  of  the  arguments  for  the  defendants. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  in  this  case  the  time  of  payment 
was  not  certain,  and  if  the  certificates  granted  by  the  de- 
fendants had  been  for  the  proper  sums  the  sum  would 
have  been  certain  too.  When  a  dispute  arises  as  to  the 
sum  payable  at  a  certain  time,  and  the  proper  amount 
ought  according  to  the  contract  to  have  been  ascertained 
at  the  time  which  was  certain,  the  result  of  the  litigation 
being  to  settle  the  amount  which  was  certainly  due  at  the 
time,  certain  interest  is  payable. 

As  to  the  rate  of  interest,  my  impression  is  that  5  per 
cent,  per  annum  would  have  been  a  proper  sum,  and  if  the 
chief  clerk  had  not  decided  that  4  per  cent,  should  be 
allowed,  and  the  question  were  open,  I  should,  perhaps, 
have  allowed  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent.  But,  as  I 
cannot  say  on  a  question  of  estimate  that  4  per  cent,  is 
clearly  wrong,  I  feel  it  my  duty,  on  principle,  not  to  dis- 
turb the  decision  of  the  chief  clerk,  as  it  would  certably 
not  be  a  case  in  which  a  new  trial  could  be  allowed  after 
a  verdict  of  4  per  cent. 

It  is  now  necessary  to  decide  the  question  of  costs.     It 
is  a  question  of  great  importance.     In  the  contracts  there 

(a)  1  Ves.  451.  (6)  15  East.  223.  (c)  3  Drew.  91. 
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are  clauses  for  the  reference  of  all  disputes  to  arbitration ;         18^* 
but  the  defendants  have  constantly  refused  to  submit  to  Mackintosh 
arbitration.     This  refusal  they  have  persisted  in  at  all    f^^^  great 
times,  before  the  litigation,  during  the  litigation,  and  up 
to  this  stage,  which  ought  to  be  its  conclusion  before  this 
branch  of  the  Court.    During  the  last  day's  argument,  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  repeated  that  the  defendants 
had  all  along  refused  to  submit  to  arbitration,  and  that 
they  refused  it  then. 

This  is  a  material  consideration  on  the  question  of 
costs. 

Refusing  to  adopt  the  tribunal  provided  by  the  contract, 
the  defendants  also  refused  to  submit  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Court.  The  dispute  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 
formed  a  great  part  of  the  argument  at  the  hearing,  and 
was  decided  by  the  decree  of  this  Court  on  grounds  and  on 
a  view  which  unfortunately  have  been  much  misunder- 
stood. It  is  n»t  a  just  view  of  the  present  litigation  to 
say  that  it  was  occasioned  by  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to 
deliver  proper  accounts.  It  is  no  part  of  the  contract  that 
the  plaintiff  should  deliver  accounts  upon  the  completion 
of  the  work.  On  the  contrary,  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  terms  and  nature  of  the  contracts  as  to  the  engineer's 
certificates,  and  of  the  duties  imposed  on  the  defendants 
by  these  stipulations,  leads  to  a  very  unfavourable  view  of 
their  conduct  as  the  cause  of  this  litigation.  All  that  has 
been  urged  so  strongly  at  the  bar  as  to  the  plaintiff's  hav- 
ing purposely  delayed  the  delivery  of  the  particulars  of 
his  demand  is  refuted  by  the  correspondence,  and  is  not 
suggested  in  the  answer. 

A  violation  by  the  defendants  of  the  duties  which  the 
contract  imposed  on  them  as  to  the  certificates  could  not 
fail  to  impose  heavy  loss  and  intolerable  difiSculty  on  the 
plaintiff  during  the  progress  of  the  work.  It  tended  to 
make  perfect  redress  almost  impossible. 

The  arguments  founded  on  the  observations  of  Lord 
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1866.  Cranworth  as  to  the  duties  of  Ae  engineer  are  wholly  in- 
Mackintosh  applicable  to  the  questions  in  this  cause.  It  is  true  that 
Tbe  Great  Lord  Cranworth  said  that  "  the  engineer  in  certifying  was 
not  intended  to  be  an  impartial  judge — he  was  the  organ 
of  one  of  the  contracting  parties."  But  these  and  similar 
observations  by  other  judges  were  made  with  reference  to 
the  question  whether,  where  the  engineer  was  himself  a 
shareholder,  his  certificates  should  be  considered  void  on 
grounds  applicable  to  on  office  purely  judicial.  To  apply 
these  observations  on  a  question  as  to  the  consequences  of 
an  erroneous  or  unjust  certificate  would  be  absurd.  If 
the  engineer  is  to  be  considered  as  the  mere  organ  of  the 
employer,  as  a  partisan  and  not  an  impartial  judge — as 
one  who  had  a  right,  as  he  had  an  absolute  power,  to  make 
his  measurements  partial,  and  in  such  a  way  as  to  serve 
the  interests  of  the  employer  whose  organ  he  was — the 
whole  scope  and  purpose  of  the  contract  is  violated. 

It  now  appears  clearly  enough  that  great  injustice  has 
been  done  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  matter  of  the  certificates. 
This,  on  the  question  of  costs  of  a  litigation,  should  be 
almost  decisive.  The  stipulations  of  the  contract  being 
stringent  in  themselves,  and  binding  on  the  plaintiff,  by 
the  certificates  during  the  progress  of  the  works,  the  costa 
of  rectifying  the  mistakes  should  be  born  by  the  party  who 
occasioned  them,  and  who  has  reaped  a  profit  by  their  ex- 
istence and  continuation.  As  to  those  parts  of  the  case  in 
which  the  plaintiff  has  failed,  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
whether  any  distinction  should  be  made  on  the  question 
of  costA.  The  plaintiff's  demand  for  Ashlar  work  has 
been  disallowed,  and  thereby  sums  to  the  amount  of 
75,500/.  have  been  struck  off.  The  question  as  to  this 
claim  is  one  of  singular  difficulty.  It  seems  certain  that 
by  insisting  on  having  coarse  rubble  wrought  and  finished 
in  a  very  perfect  manner,  although  it  may  not  be  so 
finished  in  point  of  style  as  to  answer  the  techinical  de- 
scription of  Ashlar,  &c.,  yet  to  the  contractor  the  expense 
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of  labour  may  make  it  nearly  as  expensive  as  Ashlar,  and  1665» 
80  expensive  that  payment  at  less  than  Ashlar  price,  and  Mackintosh 
merely  at  the  ordinary  scale  of  prices  for  coarse  rubble,  thb  Great 
must  be  a  very  insufficient  remuneration.  As  the  plain- 
tiff has  withdrawn  his  motion  to  vary  the  chief  clerk's 
certificate,  it  is  now  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the 
conclusion  which  he  arrived  at  after  much  doubt  and  dif- 
ficulty, and  after  a  very  laborious  examination  as  to  this 
question  of  Ashlar,  be  perfectly  correct.  Although  I  feel 
satisfied  that  it  is  right  not  to  vary  the  certificate,  I  am 
still  more  satisfied,  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence* 
that  the  exacting  nature  of  the  directions  given  by  the 
defendant's  engineer  have  occasioned  the  litigation  on  this 
point,  and  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  have,  upon  a 
question  of  difficult  construction,  exposed  the  plaintiff  to 
a  loss  on  this  head,  which  was  not  contemplated,  and  that 
there  has  been  no  such  failure  on  the  plaintiffs  part  as  to 
this  part  of  the  litigation,  looking  at  the  vastly  compli- 
cated circumstances  of  this  unparalleled  case,  as  to  warrant 
any  distinction  as  to  the  costs  of  this  part  of  it.  So  as  to 
the  question  of  the  hardness  of  the  strata  and  the  trial 
pits.  For  as  to  these  there  was  no  separate  evidence,  and 
no  amount  of  time  occupied  in  the  investigation  to  warrant 
any  distinction. 

Upon  the  whole  case  the  result  is  this,  that  defendant's 
motion  to  vary  the  certificate  must  be  refused.  On  the 
further  consideration  there  must  be  a  decree  for  payment 
by  the  defendants,  the  company,  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum 
certified  to  be  due  with  interest.  The  amount  of  interest 
in  the  principal  sum  to  be  calculated  to  the  date  of  pay- 
ment, and  the  amount  to  be  verified  by  affidavit.  The 
costs  of  the  defendant's  motion  to  vary  the  certificate  to  be 
costs  in  the  cause,  and  the  defendant's,  the  company,  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  cause.  For  the  reason 
already  stated,  the  plaintiff's  motion  1o  vary  the  certifi- 
cate is  refused  without  costs. 


702  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1865. 

May  5.  CLARK  V.  CLARK. 

A  defise  of  Kj.  CHAPMAN,  by  her  will  dated  the  28th  of  March, 
Mtate  Si'  1859,  after  making  specific  gifts  of  chattels  to  her  brother, 
^rtthi^dT*"  and  of  an  estate  called  "  Bingwood  "  to  Betsy  Cook,  she 
Wills  Act,  7  gave  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  reminder  of  her  estiite 
1  Vic.  c.  ie.  and  effects  whatsoever  to  her  brother  Adam  Clark.  She 
j^hmton  1  appointed  him  sole  executor  of  her  wiU. 
Giff.  29,  and  The  testatrix  died  in  1860,  leaving  considerable  real 
TioiM,  1  Oiff.  estate,  which  passed  under  the  residuary  devise,  and 
'  *   Adam  Clark  having  become  bankrupt,  a  bill  was  filed  by 

a  creditor  to  administer  the  estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  in 
such  suit  a  question  was  raised  whether  the  Bingwood 
estate  specifically  devised  was  liable  to  contribute  rate- 
ably  with  the  residuary  real  estate  for  payment  of  date, 
or  whether  resort  should  be  had  for  it  to  the  residuary 
real  estate. 

Argument.  Mr.  Jessel  submitted  that  the  Wills  Act,  7  Will.  IV. 
&  1  Vic.  c.  27,  made  no  change  in  the  rule  that  a 
devise  of  residuary  real  estate  was  still  specific :  JEddels 
V.  Johnson  (a),  JEuis  v.  Smith  (i),  Pearman  v.  Ttoiss  (c). 

Mr.  V.  Hawkins  submitted  that  the  reason  of  the  old 
rule  having  failed  the  rule  itself  was  abrogated.  When 
the  will  spoke  fi*om  the  date  a  residuary  devise  was  specific, 
but  the  real  estate  to  pass  under  it  was  defined;  but 
now  that  the  will  spoke  from  the  death  the  real  pro- 
perty to  be  dealt  with  by  the  will  might  vary  as 
much  as  personal  estate.  yice-Chancellor  Kindersley  in 
Dady  v.  Hartridge  {d)  and    BameweU  v.  Iremonger  (e), 

(a)  1  Giff.  22.  (fO  1  Dr.  &  S.  236. 

(*)  2  De  G.  &.Sm.  722.  (e)  Ibid.  242,  255. 

(c)  2  Giff.  130. 
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and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Rotherham  v.  Rotherham  {a) 
had  adopted  that  view. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

I  have  already  expressed  my  opinion  that  the  Wills 
Act  was  not  intended  to  make,  and  did  not  in  fact  make 
tny  change  in  the  law  of  administration.  A  residuary 
dtvise  of  real  estate  is  still,  therefore,  specific,  and  unless 
tht  Court  of  Appeal  decide  differently,  this  is  the  prin- 
ciple by  which  I  feel  bound  to  act. 
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1863. 


TAYLOR  i;.  SPARROW. 

GeORGS  TAYLOR,  of  Birmingham,  by  his  wiD 
dated  Manh,  1857,  gave  and  devised  unto  his  two 
nephews,  Jissie  and  George  T^aylor,  their  heirs,  execu- 
tors, adminis.rators,  and  assigns,  all  the  residuary,  real, 
and  personal  3state  upon  trust  to  permit  his  sisters  Sophia 
and  Matilda  Sparrow  to  receive  and  take  all  the  rents, 
interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof  for  and 
duriig  the  term  of  their  natural  lives,  to  and  for  their 
own  use  and  benefit,  and  their  respective  receipts  alone 
should  be  the  only  good  and  effectual  discharge  for  the 
sane ;  and  the  same  should  be  received  by  the  said  Sophia 
S)arrow  and  Matilda  Sparrow,  notwithstanding  any  as- 
sgnment  or  disposition  by  either  of  them  made;  and 
ii  case  either  of  them,  the  said  Sophia  and  Matilda 
jparrow  should  depart  this  life  or  marry,  then  the  one 
turvivincr  and  remaininor  unmarried  should  be  entitled  to 

(cssion  of  the  earviving  tenant  for  life.    On  a  bill  filed  by  the  trustees  the 
lirect  the  tenant  for  life  to  deiiver  up  the  deeds  to  the  trustees. 


Nov,  24. . 

Devise  of  re  ^ 
sidaary  real 
estate  to 
trustees,  upon 
trust  to  per- 
mit testator's 
sister,  if  single, 
to  receive  the 
rents  for  life 
without  power 
of  anticipa 
tion,  but  if 
either  should 
marry  or  die, 
then  the  single 
one  or  sur- 
vivor to  talic 
the  whole ; 
but  if  both 
married,  on 
trust  to  sell 
and  divide  the 
proceeds 
among  testa- 
tor's nephews 
and  nieces. 
The  title  deeds 
having  passed 
into  the  pos- 
Court  refused  lo 


(a)  26  Beav.  465. 
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receive  the  whole  of  the  income  arising  from  testator's 
said  estate  and  effects,  as  the  same  should  become  due 
and  payable  ;  but  in  case  both  of  them  should  many,  then 
testator  directed  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  his 
estate  and  effects,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  to  pay 
and  distribute  the  money  to  arise  from  the  aale  in  the 
manner  therein  mentioned,  as  if  they  had  both  departec 
this  life.  And  from  and  after  the  decease  of  them,  «r 
both  of  them  marrying,  then  testator  directed  hb  trustees 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  trust-funds  upon  trust  to  payind 
divide  the  same  amongst  the  nephews  and  nieces  equally* 

And  the  testator  empowered  his  trustees  to  stani  pos- 
sessed of  the  share  of  any  nephew  or  niece  dying  before 
the  distribution  of  his  estate,  upon  trust  to  in^st  the 
same  and  apply  the  proceeds  for  the  benefit  of  tie  child- 
ren by  the  first  marriage  of  such  nephew  or  nece ;  and 
he  also  empowered  his  trustees,  or  his  said  sis^rs- in-law 
Sophia  Sparrow  and  Matilda  Sparrow  alone  to  pay  to 
any  ground  landlord  any  sum  of  money  whidi  should  be 
awarded,  or  which  should  be  payable  from  ^is  estate  by 
reason  of  the  expiration  of  any  lease  duriig  the  life  or 
lives  of  his  sisters-in-law,  or  which  might  be  recoverable 
by  any  breach  or  default  in  the  fulfilment  of  any  cf  the 
covenants  in  any  lease  under  which  he  held  any  cf  his 
properties ;    and   the  testator  also  empowered   his  said 
sisters-in-law  to  renew  any  lease  of  any  part  of  his  ea^Ate 
for  a  term  of  years,  with  power  to  take  down  such  buid- 
ings  as  might  be  erected  thereon,  and  erect  others  moe 
suitable  and  convenient,  as  they  should  be  advised. 

And  he  charged  his  estate  with  a  sum  of  money  not  e> 
ceeding  400/.  for  the  above  purposes,  and  authorised  th 
trustees  to  take  leases  in  their  own  names,  and  to  hold  then 
upon  the  trusts  of  the  will.  He  appointed  his  said  sisters-in- 
law  executrixes  of  his  will.  One  of  the  sisters-in-law,  Sophia 
Sparrow,  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator;  and,  by  a  codi- 
cil to  his  will  dated  the  7th  of  February,  1861^  he  appointed 
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Matilda  Sparrow,  the  survivor  of  the  two  sisters-in-law, 
the  sole  executrix  of  his  will.     He  died  in  October,  1861, 
and  at  the  date  of  his  death,  was  entitled  to  freehold  pro- 
perty at  Birmingham,  consisting  of  several  houses,  and 
the  defendant  Matilda  Sparrow,  upon  the  decease  of  the 
testator,  possessed  herself  of  the  several  title  deeds  rela- 
ting to  the  testator's  freehold  and  leasehold  properties. 
The  plaintiffs,  as  devisees  in  trust,  applied  to  the  defen- 
dant to  hand  over  these  deeds  to  them.     This  she  refused 
to  do.     The  trustees  then  instructed  their  solicitor  to 
make  a  formal  demand  for  the  deeds,  which  he  did  in 
January,  1863,  and  the  defendant  having  still  refused  to 
deliver  them  up,  on  the  following  5th  of  March  this  bill 
was  filed  against  the  tenant  for  life,  Matilda  Sparrow  and 
Jacob  Townshend  Taylor,  as  one  of  the  residuary  legatees 
in  remainder,   praying,  amongst  other  things,   for   the 
proper  administration  of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  '^  that 
all   proper  directions   might   be    given    respecting    the 
custody  of  the  title-deeds  and  securities  relating  to  or 
forming  part  of  the  testator's  estate." 


705 

1S63. 
Taylor 

V, 

Sparrow. 
Statement, 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Renshaw  contended  that  either  as 
trustees  or  remainder,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
the  custody  of  the  deeds.  The  custody  of  a  tenant  for 
life  who  did  not  represent  the  inheritance  was  irregular 
and  improper.  As  trustees  the  plaintiffs  could  not  dis- 
charge the  duties  cast  upon  them  without  possession  of 
the  deeds.  They  cited  LangdaU  v.  Brigg8(^a\  Warren  v. 
Rudan{h). 


Argument. 


Mr.  Malins  and  Mr.  C.  Hall^  for  the  tenant  for  life, 
submitted  that  she  had  the  legacies,  and  was  entitled  to 
the  custody  of  the  deeds. 


(a)  BDeG.  M.  &G.391,416. 


(6)  Joh.  &  II.  1 . 
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Tatmr       iViieaiix(a). 


Sparrow. 


Judgment. 


The  Vice-Chancellob  : — 

It  is  not  the  rule  of  the  Court  to  take  the  deeds  from 
the  tenant  for  life  into  whose  hands  they  have  passed,  nor 
is  it  usual  to  demand  security  for  such  deeds  where  it  is 
not  alleged  that  they  were  endangered  by  remaining  in 
the  custody  of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  case  of  Lady 
Langdale  v.  Briggs  has  no  application  to  this  case,  because 
the  facts  are  totally  different. 

Mr.  Lewin  in  his  book  on  trusts  (Jb)  appears  to  approve 
of  a  rule  in  early  times  acted  on  that  whoever  first  re- 
ceived the  deeds  is  at  liberty  to  retain  them.  The  rule 
is  referred  to  in  Foster  v.  Oaii(c),  where  the  rule  is 
recognised  ;  but  that  is  quite  intelligible,  because  at  law 
it  could  not  be  argued  that  possession  is  wrongful  where 
the  holder  has  an  interest  in  the  property,  and  in  such  a 
case  a  court  of  law  would  not  change  the  custody  of  the 
deeds.  Neither  will  this  Court  interfere  with  the  pos- 
session of  the  deeds  by  the  tenant  for  life  where  there  is 
no  suggestion  that  they  are  endangered  by  remaining  in 
such  custody.  The  case  of  Warren  v.  Rudall  (rf)  the  rule 
here  referred  to,  appears  to  be  one  of  technical  application. 
It  is  observable,  also,  that  there  is  no  decision  in  that  as 
to  any  such  rule.  There  is  no  ground  in  my  opinion  for 
changing  the  custody  of  the  deeds  here. 


(a)  3  B.  C.  C.  381. 
(6)  3rd.  Ed.  592  ;  6th  ed.  482, 
c.  23-  6. 


(c)  12  C.  B.  13G— 379. 
(rf)  1  Joh.  &  H.  (1). 
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SIMPSON  V.  MALHERBE  AND  OTHERS.       Juned.es^i. 

This   bin  was   filed   by  the   plaintiff  J.  A.  Simpson,  ^J^^J^^^^JJ*^ 
against    the    defendant   G.   L.    Malherbe,   the    Messrs.  not  for  the 
Sharp  and  Mr.  A.  de  Berg,  the  solicitors  and  agents  of  purpose  of 
the  Russian  Government,  praying  for  an  injunction  to  ^^^™^ 
restrain  the  defendant  Malherbe  from  further  prosecuting  ^^^  for  a 

,  collateral  and 

an  action  at  law  which  he  had  commenced  against  the  improper 
plaintiff  and  other  persons,  and  for  a  decree  for  specific  ^^^^itiff 
performance  of  an  alleged  agreement  whereby  the  defen-  ^"J®?,.^ 

*r  o         o  J  establish  any 

dant's  agent  had  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  rig^ht  to  the 

.  relief  prayed 

of  13,000  Polish  bonds  of  the  value  of  168,000  roubles,     and  the  bill' 
The  case  alleged   by   the    bUl  was  as  follows:— In  ^^^^ 
February,  1864,  S.  L.  Hernitz,  by  the  direction  of  a  Mr.  "™^o  ^^}^  » 

•^  .  '^  declaration 

Stanislaus  Foerster,  was  mstructed  to  sell  the  bonds  com-  that  the  suit 
prised  in  the  alleged  agreement,  and  in  order  to  effect  a  ^lyTnstil 
sale  applied  to  Messrs.  Wilkinson,  of  25,  Birchin  Lane,  ^^^^^^^^  th 
commission  agents,  and  informed  him  that  he  was  desirous  plaintiff  not 
of  selling  a  considerable  amount  of  such  securities.     He  the  costs  but 
also  delivered  to  Messrs.  Wilkinson  a  bond  for  thirty  and^^exSweii 
roubles  with  the  coupons  payable  to  bearer  as  a  specimen  P^op^^ly 

*  *    "^  *  incarred  in 

and  directed  him  to  find  a  purchaser  for  the  amount  he  the  suit, 
held,  viz.  160,000  roubles.  The  bill  alleged  that  Messrs. 
Wilkinson  thereupon  applied  to  the  plaintiff  to  know 
whether  he  would  take  the  securities  and  give  them 
(Messrs.  Wilkinson)  authority  to  agree  to  take  them,  and 
the  plaintiff  having  assented,  Messrs.  Wilkinson  wrote  to 
Hernitz  as  follows: — 

"  25,  Birchin  Lane,  Feb.  25,  1864. 
"  Sir,— We  offer  for  168,000  (one  hundred  sixty  thou- 
sand)  roubles  Polish  Hyashek  obligations  (13,000=»thir- 
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teen  thousand  pounds),  equal  to  fifty-eight  per  cent.,  and 
2«.  8(2,  for  each  rouble,  subject  to  our  conunission  as 
agreed,  two  per  cent. 

"  Yours,  obediently, 
"  T.  Wilkinson  and  Co." 
Hernitz  immediately  wrote  and  signed  at  the  foot  of 
the  letter  as  follows : — 
"  I  accept  the  above  terms. 

"  Hernitz." 


Messrs.  Wilkinson  thereupon  delivered  the  thirty  rou- 
ble bond  to  the  plaintiff. 

Subsequently  to  the  contract,  the  plaintiff  ascertained 
that  Hernitz  was  acting  in  the  sale  for  the  defendant 
Malherbe,  and  that  the  bonds  were  in  the  possession  of 
Foerster  as  Malhcrbe's  agent.  The  bill  alleged  that  the 
bonds  had  been  retained  by  Messrs.  Sharp,  the  solicitors 
of  the  Russian  Government ;  that  the  defendant  Mal- 
herbe was  well  aware  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  actual 
purchaser,  and  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  by 
Messrs.  Wilkinson,  as  agents  for  Malherbe,  and  that  he 
had  adopted  and  ratified  the  contract,  but  that  subse- 
quently to  the  contract  Foerster  had  paid  bonds  for 
165,000  roubles  to  Messrs.  Sharp.  The  bill  alleged  fur- 
ther that  Messrs.  Sharp  refused  to  part  with  the  bonds  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  claimed  by  the  Russian  govern- 
ment as  stolen  by  the  insurgent  government  of  Poland. 
The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendant  Malherbe  had  com- 
menced an  action  against  Messrs.  Sharp  for  the  recovery 
of  the  bonds.  The  bill  further  alleged  that  Messrs. 
Sharp  intended  to  dispose  of  the  bonds  as  agents  of  the 
Russian  Government,  and  prayed  for  an  injunction 
against  the  Messrs.  Sharp  to  restrain  them  from  parting 
with  the  bonds  to  any  person  other  than  the  plaintiff. 

The  bill  charged  that  Messrs.  Sharp  had  full  notice  of 
the  contract  and  submitted  that  they  were  trustees  for 
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the  plaintiff,  that  the  plaintiff  had  requested  Foerster 
to  deliver  up  the  balance  of  the  bonds  of  the  value  of 
2970  roubles  or  to  direct  Messrs.  Sharp  to  deliver  the 
bonds  for  165,000  roubles  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  Malherbe  in  his  answer  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  never  had  any  bond  fide  intention  of  purchasing 
the  bonds,  but  that  he  was  acting  collusively  with  the 
Russian  Government  and  its  agents  in  this  country  in 
order  to  obtain  the  possession  of  the  bonds  and  to  ascertain 
the  numbers  of  them. 

The  defendant  Malherbe,  who  was  a  manufacturer  of 
arms  at  Liege,  and  had  dealings  with  the  Government  of 
Poland,  put  in  his  affidavit  in  which  he  stated  the  nature 
of  the  transaction. 

The  affidavit  was  made  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  it 
was  objected  that,  as  plaintiff  had  no  opportunity  of  cross- 
examining  the  defendant,  it  could  not  be  read.  The 
Vice-Chancellor  overruled  the  objection.  The  material 
part  of  the  affidavit  was  as  follows : — 

*'  In  the  course  of  business  during  1863  I  received,  at 
different  times,  by  way  of  payment  under  hon&  fide  con- 
tracts entered  into  by  me,  divers  lettres  de  gage  or  bonds 
of  the  Cr^it  Foncier  of  the  kingdom  of  Poland.  The 
Credit  Foncier  is  an  association  established  in  Poland  for 
the  purpose  of  advancing  money  to  be  employed  in  the  im- 
provement of  land  and  agriculture,  and  for  other  business 
purposes.  I  thus  became  in  1863  the  bond  fide  owner 
of  such  lettres  de  gage  to  the  amount  of  over  5,000,000 
francs,  or  thereabouts.  Being  desirous  of  realising  some 
of  the  bonds,  I  instructed  Foerster,  in  the  bill  named  as 
my  agent,  to  negotiate  the  sale  of  a  niunber  of  them,  and 
Hernitz  was  subsequently  instructed,  by  the  direction  of 
Foerster,  to  negotiate  some  of  them. 

'^In  February,  1864,  Hernitz  having  seen  an  adver- 
tisement of  the  firm  of  T.  M.  Wilkinson  &  Co.,  financial 
agents,  of  25,  Birchin  Lane,  in  the  City  of  London,  called 
at  the  office  of  the.  firm  and  saw  Mr.  T.  Wilkinson.     In 
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the  course  of  conversation  Hernitz  asked  Wilkinson  if  he 
could  negotiate  the  sale  of  bonds  of  the  Cr^t  Foncier  of 
Poland,  the  market  for  which  had  been  injured  by  agents 
of  the  Kussian  government  having  fabely,  and  for  politi- 
cal purposes^  published  the  number  of  the  bonds  stolen. 
T.  Wilkinson  oaid  he  thought  he  could,  and  the  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  bonds  proposed  to  be  nego- 
tiated were  then  explained  to  Wilkinson,  and  a  bond  for 
thirty  roubles,  with  the  coupons  belonging  thereto,  were 
handed  to  him  as  a  sample.  Wilkinson  said  he  thought 
he  could  find  a  capitalist  to  purchase  the  bonds,  and  made 
an  appointment  with  Mr.  Hernitz  to  call  on  him  the  fol- 
lowing day.  The  said  Hernitz,  according  to  appointment, 
called  at  the  said  offices  on  the  following  day^  and  found 
the  plaintiff  there, 

"  The  plaintiff,  who  was  wholly  unknown  to  the  said 
Hernitz,  said  he  was  Mr.  Wilkinson's  partner,  and  knew 
all  about  the  business;  and  to  prove  that  he  was  such 
a  partner,  he  opened  a  book  in  which  the  osid  T.  Wilkin- 
son had  made  entries  of  matters  of  business  upon  which 
the  said  Hernitz  had  spoken  to  him  on  the  previous 
day. 

"  The  plaintiff  then  said  he  had  found  a  capitalist  who 
had  a  large  amount  of  money  to  invest  in  securities  of  the 
description  proposed  to  be  negotiated,  and  the  terms  were 
discussed  and  finally  agreed,  subject  to  approval,  which 
was  to  be  signified  through  Foerster  or  otherwise.  The 
terms  arranged  were,  payment  in  cash  of  13,000/.  for 
bonds  of  the  nominal  amount  of  168,000  silver  roubles. 
The  said  Hernitz  waited  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  the 
said  T.  Wilkinson,  and  he  then,  in  the  presence  of  the 
plaintiff,  wrote  a  letter  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  neces- 
say  confirmation  of  the  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  bonds. 
The  said  T.  Wilkinson  then  came  in  and  inquired  if  the 
terms  were  satisfactory,  and  would  be  likely  to  be  accepted. 
The  said  Hernitz  said  he  could  not  tell,  but  would  write 
and  ascertain,  and  it  was  arransred  that  a  further  appoint- 
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ment  ehould  be  made  as  soon  as  he  could  obtain  an 
answer.  The  said  Hernitz  then  signed  his  acceptance  of 
the  said  tenns,  but  intimated  that  it  was  to  be  subject  to 
approval  as  aforesaid. 

"  The  terms  and  acceptance,  as  so  offered  and  agreed  to 
by  the  said  Hernitz,  are  set  forth,  I  believe,  correctly  in 
the  memorandum  stated  in  the  third  and  fourth  para- 
graphs of  the  plaintiff^s  bill.  The  said  Hernitz  called 
again  on  Monday,  the  29th  of  February,  1864,  at  the 
offices  of  the  said  T.  Wilkinson  &  Co.,  and  said  that  he 
had  not  yet  received  a  reply  ;  but  he  being  satisfied  that 
the  terms  would  be  accepted,  authorised  the  said  T.  Wil- 
kinson to  close  the  sale. 

"  On  Tuesday,  March  the  1st,  1864,  the  said  Hernitz 
called  again  on  the  said  T.  Wilkinson  &  Co.,  at  the  said 
office,  and  told  them  the  conditions  were  accepted,  and 
he  appointed  Wednesday  (the  following  day),  at  twelve 
o'clock,  to  complete  the  sale,  if  the  bonds  should  be  in 
London  by  that  time.  Accordingly,  on  Wednesday,  the 
2nd,  the  said  Hernitz,  accompanied  by  the  said  Focrster 
and  a  Mr.  Tuchman,  called  at  the  offices  of  the  said 
T.  Wilkinson  &  Co.  The  plaintiff  having  ascertained 
that  they  had  the  boYids  with  them,  said,  ^  We  will  go  to 
the  capitalist.'  The  plaintiff  and  the  said  T.  Wilkinson 
thereupon  took  the  said  Hernitz  and  Foerster  and  Mr. 
Tuchman  together  to  the  office  of  the  so-called  capitalist, 
at  Gresham  House,  in  the  City  of  London,  which  turned 
out  to  be  the  offices  of  the  defendants  W.  Sharp  and  H. 
Sharp,  who  are  attorneys  in  London,  carrying  on  business 
at  Gresham  House,  and  who  are  the  solicitors  in  London 
to  the  Russian  government.  The  plaintiff  then  intro- 
duced the  said  Hernitz,  Foerster,  and  Mr.  Tuchman  to  a 
person  whom  they  found  in  a  room  alone,  and  whom  they 
represented  to  be,  and  who  himself  professed  to  be,  this 
capitalist,  and  they  were  afterwards  joined  by  two  other 
persons  there.  The  said  Hernitz,  Foerster,  and  Tuchman 
were  unacquainted  with  any  of  the  said  persons,  but  they 
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afterwards  discovered  that  the  so-called  capitalist  to 
whom  they  were  first  introduced,  and  who  took  upon 
himself  to  act  in  that  character,  was  the  defendant,  W. 
Sharp,  and  that  the  two  persons  who  joined  him  as  afore- 
said were  his  brother  and  partner,  the  defendant  H.  P. 
Sharp,  and  A.  de  Berg,  the  Russian  consuL  The  de- 
fendent  took  the  bonds  for  the  purpose,  as  he  alleged,  of 
examining  them.  He  looked  over  them,  and  then  said 
that  the  bonds  were  stolen,  and  insisted  on  keeping  them, 
and  he  (the  plaintiff),  and  the  defendant  H.  P.  Sharp,  and 
the  said  T.  Wilkinson  and  A.  de  Berg  aiding  and  abet- 
ting him  therein,  kept  them  accordingly,  notwithstandbg 
the  remonstrances  of  the  said  Messrs.  Hernitz  and  Foerster. 
They  being  foreigners  and  unacquainted  with  law,  and 
without  professional  advice,  were  unable  to  help  them- 
selves. 

*^  It  is  alleged  that  Foerster  succeeded  in  retaining  the 
coupons  to  the  bonds.  The  defendant  W.  Sharp  being 
desirous  to  make  the  fraud  practised  on  Hernitz  look  as 
little  like  a  robbery  as  possible,  then  forced  on  him  a 
document  purporting  to  be,  but  which  was  not  in  fact 
(inasmuch  as  one  bond  for  3000  roubles  was  omitted  from 
the  list,  and  the  whole  amount  of  bcmds  now  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiffs  W.  Sharp  and  H.  P.  Sharp,  and  of 
the  said  T.  Wilkinson  and  A.  de  Berg  is,  in  fact,  of  the 
value  of  168,030  roubles)  an  acknowledgment  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  said  bonds  with  their  numbers  attached.  I 
have  made  every  endeavour  to  obtain  possession  of  the  said 
bonds  from  the  defendants  W.  and  H.  P.  Sharp;  but 
they,  actiag  in  collusion,  as  I  believe,  with  the  plaintiff, 
as  well  as  with  the  said  T.  Wilkinson  and  A.  de  Berg, 
have  refused  to  return  them,  and  still  hold  the  same.  I 
have,  therefore,  been  obliged  to  commence,  and  have  com- 
menced, an  action  at  law  against  the  said  A.  de  Berg,  W. 
Sharp,  H.  P.  Sharp,  T.  Wilkinson,  and  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit,  to  recover  damages  from  them  for  fraud  and  con- 
spiracy, not  only  in  defrauding  me  of  the  said  bonds  or 
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letires  de  gaffe,  which  were  taken  possession  of  by  the 
defendants  the  attorneys  W.  and  H.  P.  Sharp,  in  concert 
with  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  T.  Wilkinson  and  A.  de 
Berg,  under  the  pretence  of  buying  them  as  capitalists, 
and  also  in  respect  of  their  proceedings,  which  have  had 
the  effect  of  destroying  the  value  of  and  rendering  un- 
marketable the  rest  of  the  bonds  or  lettres  de  gage  held  by 
me  as  aforesaid,  which  are  of  the  value  of  5,000,000 
francs  and  upwards.     I  believe  that  the  whole  scheme 
whereby  the  said  Hemitz  was  induced  to  sign  the  memo- 
randum was  a  mere  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
in  concert  with  the  other  defendants  and  T.  Wilkinson 
and  A.  de  Berg,  to  obtain  possession  of  the  bonds,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  never  intended  to  purchase,  and  was  not 
and  is  not  in  a  position  to  pay  for  the  same.     And  that 
this  suit  is  instituted  by  him,  with  the  defendants  W.  and 
H.  P.  Sharp,  and  also  the  said  A.  de  Berg,  with  the  view 
of  screening  them,  if  possible,  from  the  consequences  of 
their  fradulent  conduct,  and  of  preventing  the  exposure 
that  must  take  place  if  the  action  at  law  should  proceed^ 
and  also  for  collateral  and  political  purposes,   to  lock 
up  the  bonds  and  to  destroy  the  credit  thereof,  and  of 
other  bonds  of  a  similar  character.     The  fraud  practised 
upon  me  by  the  said"  defendants  W.  and  H.  P.  Sharp,  as 
solicitors  of  the  Russian  government,  in  obtaining  pos- 
session of  the  said  bonds,  is,  I  believe,  a  sequal  only  to  a 
similar  attempt  some  time  since  made  in  Paris.     While  I 
was  there  and  had  possession  of  the  said  bonds  the  police 
(set  in  motion  by  the  Russian  embassy  there)  entered  my 
room  at  night  and  took  all  the  Polish  bonds  in  my  pos- 
session (including  the  bonds  now  in  question  in  this  suit), 
under  the  pretence  that  they  had  been  stolen,  and  sub- 
jected them  to  a  minute  examination  and  scrutiny;  but  the 
autherities  in  France  were  satisfied  that  I  was  entitled  to 
hold  and  retain  the  said  bonds,  and  that  the  charges  of  the 
Russian  government  were  unfounded,  and  they  accord- 
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ingly  returned  the  said  bonds  to  me  with  an  apology  for 
what  they  had  done." 

I  have  a  considerable  number  of  bonds  of  a  similar 
description  to  those  mentioned  in  the  bill  which  may  be 
purchased  in  the  market  by  any  one  honestly  derirous  of 
purchasing  and  paying  for  the  same.  I  am  ready  and 
willing  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  other  bonds  similar  in  all 
respects  to  those  retained  by  the  Russian  goyemment 
at  the  price  agreed  upon,  provided  I  am  sufficiently 
guaranteed  against  a  recurrence  of  the  fraud  attempted 
to  be  practised  on  me  by  the  defendant. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Malinsy  Mr.  Jessel,  and  Mr.  Hall  submitted  that 
the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific 
performance.  As  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  to  purchase  shares  they  cited :  Dtmeuft  v. 
Albreeht  (a) ;  as  to  stolen  property  they  cited  :  Shaw  v. 
Fiiher  (A),  Millier  v.  Raw  (c),  Clark  v.  Shee  {d),  EoiUy  v. 
Crock  {e).     They  offered  to  abandon  the  injunction. 


Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Druce  for  Malherbe. 

This  is  a  collusive  suit,  instituted  not  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  any  decree  for  specific  performance,  but  in 
aid  of  an  attempt,  indirectly,  to  prevent  the  defendant 
from  recovering  possession  of  the  bonds  of  which  he  had 
been  defrauded.  Even  for  a  laudable  object  this  Court 
would  not  allow  its  machinery  to  be  used  for  any  purpose 
other  than  that  avowed  on  the  record,  and  a  fortiori  would 
not  allow  a  plidntiff  to  seek  the  repetition  of  a  fraud  by 
means  of  the  process  of  the  court.  They  cited  Gwmey  t. 
Gumey  (/). 


(a)  12  Sim.  189. 

(b)  2DeG.&Sm.  11. 

(c)  Bur.  452. 


(rf)  1  H.  Cowper,  197. 
(e)  10  Bing.  243. 
CO  1  H.  &  M.  413. 
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Mr.    Green^  Mr.   C.  Hall,  and  Mr.    Talfourd  Salter 
appeared  for  Messrs.  Sharp. 

The  Vice-Chancelloe  : — 

The  bill  in  this  suit  is  filed  ostensibly  for  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  certain  Polish 
bonds,  and  the  decree  which  is  sought  has  reference  to 
these  particular  bonds,  in  respect  of  which  an  injunction 
has  also  been  asked,  and  which  are  alleged  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  Russian  goyemment. 
At  the  bar  the  case  as  to  the  particular  bonds  and  the 
injunction  has  been  abandoned  by  the  plaintiff,  and  with 
that  abandonment  the  whole  of  this  suit  as  to  the  par- 
ticular bonds  is  also  abandoned.     The  plaintifi^s  case  has 
been  opened  and  concluded  without  any  evidence  having 
been  tendered  on  his  behalf.     The  decree,   moreover, 
which  has  been  asked   for   at  the  bar  proceeds  on  the 
footing  of  an  offer  contained  in  the  defendant  Malherbe's 
answer,  to  hand  to  the  plaintiff  other  bonds  in  lieu  of 
those  retained  by  the  agents  of  the  Russian  government ; 
but  that  offer  has  been  guarded  with  the  condition  that 
Malherbe  should  be  guaranteed  against  the  recurrence  of 
a  fraud  similar  to  that  which,  according  to  his  own  state- 
ment, has  already  been  practised  upon  him.     The  offer 
mentioned  in  the  answer  is,  however,  so  made  that  it  is 
impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  avail  himself  of  it,  because 
he  cannot  adopt  the  condition  attached  to  the  offer.     The 
Court,  therefore,  has  no  choice  but  to  dismiss  this  bill. 
Various  passages  in  the  answer  have  been  read  and  com- 
mented on  by  both  sides,  which  contain  allegations  of 
fraud  against  the  plaintiff.     It  has  been  said  that  the 
plaintiff  has  had  no   opportunity  of  meeting  these  alle- 
gations, but  what  is  meant  by  such  an  assertion  I  am  at  a 
loss  to  understand.     The  agents  of  the  Russian  govern- 
ment are  no  strangers  to  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
Malherbe.     They  also  hold  the  bonds  themselves  in  their 
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hands,  and  they  have  refused  the  opportunity  offered  to 
them  of  cross-examining  the  plaintiff.  No  doubt,  as 
between  co-defendants,  the  matters  put  in  issue  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  other  defendants  to  the  suit  cannot 
be  discussed  as  issues  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants.  But  the  case  made  by  the  defendant  Mal- 
herbe  in  his  answer  demands  the  serious  consideration  of 
the  Court.  He  there  says  that  the  suit  *'  is  instituted  by 
the  plaintiff  in  collusion  with  the  defendants,  the  agents 
of  the  Russian  government,  and  another  person,  with  the 
view  of  screening  them,  if  possible,  from  the  conse- 
quences of  their  fraudulent  conduct,  and  of  preventing 
the  exposure  that  must  take  place  if  the  action  at  law 
should  proceed,  and  also  for  collateral  and  political  pur- 
poses to  lock  up  the  bonds  and  to  destroy  the  credit 
thereof,  and  of  other  bonds  of  a  similer  character."  The 
witness  Ilemitz  has  been  cross-examined  by  the  pbdntiff 
in  open  court,  and  there  is  enough  in  his  examination  to 
show  that  the  suit  has  been  improperly  instituted;  that 
it  has,  in  fact,  been  instituted  for  a  collusive  purpose. 

The  bill  must  therefore  be  dismissed,  with  a  declaration 
that  the  Court,  being  of  opinion  that  the  suit  has  been 
improperly  instituted,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs  against  Malherbe,  and  that  the  plaintiff  shall  pay  to 
Malherbe  not  only  the  costs  of  the  suit,  but  his  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  properly  incurred  in  reference 
thereto.  The  bill  must  also  be  dismissed  with  costs 
against  the  agents  of  the  Russian  government  The 
decree  is  an  unusual  one,  but  so  is  the  suit ;  and  when 
the  Court  finds  that  a  suit  is  instituted  not  bond  Jid€  for 
the  direct  ostensible  purpose,  but  with  a  view  to  some 
ulterior  and  improper  purposes,  its  duty  is  to  see  that 
those  who  are  improperly  sued  in  such  a  matter  have 
justice  done  to  them  by  a  full  and  proper  indemnity 
against  all  the  expenses  which  they  have  unjustifiably 
been  obliged  to  incur. 


INDEX 


TO  THE 


PEINOIPAL     MATTE  ES. 


ACCOUNT. 

1.  Demurrer  to  a  bill  seeking  a 
discovery  and  an  account  of  goods 
sold  bj  the  defendant,  on  the  price 
of  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
a  commission,  overruled  with  costs. 

On  questions  of  account,  Courts 
of  Equity  and  Courts  of  Law  possess 
concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  the  de- 
cision as  to  the  proper  tribunal 
must  be  governed  by  considerations 
of  convenience.  Phillips  v.  Phillips^ 
9  Hare,  471,  observed  on.  Shepard 
Y.' Brawn,  208 

2.  On  a  bill  by  a  creditor  against 
an  inspector  under  a  deed  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  who  had  neg- 
lected to  act  on  the  provisions  of 
the  deed  as  to  getting  in  the  debtor's 
estate,  the  Court  decreed  an  account 
against  the  trustee  for  wilful  default, 
with  annual  rests  and  interest,  and 
for  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

The  Court  will  treat  inspectors 
with  reasonable  indulgence,  but  at 
the  same  time  will  require  of  them 
reasonable  diligence  in  performing 
the  duties  prescribed  and  under- 
taken.    Coppard  v.  Allen.  497 

3.  On  a  bill  by  the  plaintiff  who, 
while  lodging  at  an  hotel,  and  se- 
riously ill,  executed  a  bond  to  the 


ACCOUNT. 

landlord  for  lOOOZ.  payable  at  six 
months'  date,  to  secui*e  moneys  paid 
and  advanced  for  the  plaintiff  for 
hotel  charges,  the  landlord  under- 
taking to  rectify  all  errors  in  the 
accounts,  the  Court  restrained  aa 
action  at  law  on  the  bond,  the  plain- 
tiff giving  judgment  for  the  amount 
of  the  claim.  Edwards-Wood  v. 
Baldwin,  613 

4.  Executors  and  devisees  in  trust 
to  sell,  having  an  option  of  post- 
poning the  sale  for  five  years  were 
directed  in  such  case  to  pay  the 
income  to  the  tenant  for  life.  At 
the  end  of  five  years  they  bad  paid 
no  legacies,  rendered  no  account, 
though  frequently  requested  so  to 
do,  nor  dealt  with  the  estate,  but 
claimed  remuneration  for  their  ser- 
vices— Ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of 
a  suit  to  administer  the  trusts  of  the 
will.     Wroe  v.  Seed.  425 

5.  Demurrer  to  a  bill  allying 
that  the  defendants  bad  received 
moneys  on  behalf  of  the  plainti£^  of 
which  he  could  obtain  no  account 
without  discovery — ^Allowed  with 
costs. 

Where  the  relation  between  a 
principal  and  agent  partakes  of  a 
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fiduciary  character  this  Court  has 
jurisdiction,  and  will  direct  an  ac- 
count, though  the  receipts  and  pay- 
ments are  all  on  one  side.  Phillips 
T.  Phillips^  9  Hare,  471,  and  Dtn- 
widdie  v.  Bailey ,  6  Yes.  136  con- 
sidered.    Hemmings  y.  Pugh,      456 

See  Adxinistration. 
BuiLDiNa  Contract. 
Production. 
Quasi  Trustee. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  2. 

ACCOUNT  (REFUSAL  TO). 

Where  the  trustees  under  a  will 
refused  to  furnish  the  solicitor  of 
the  residuary  legatee  with  an  account, 
though  they  offered  to  permit  the 
plaintiff  herself  or  a  professional  ac- 
countant to  inspect  the  accounts,  the 
Court  ordered  them  to  pay  the  costs 
of  a  suit  to  administer  the  testator's 
estate.    Kemp  ▼.  Bum,  348 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

See  Marriage  Settlement,  1. 
Surbtt. 

ACTION. 

See  EjECTiCENT. 

ADAPTION  OF  DISCOVERY. 

See  Patent. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

Bill  to  administer  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  person  found  lunatic  by 
commission,  and  for  an  account  of 
the  dealings  of  the  defendants  with 
his  estate  &om  the  date  of  the  lunacy 
till  his  death,  alleging  fraud. 

Demurrer  by  the  defendants,  who 
were  the  executors  and  trustees  of 
a  will  made  before  the  lunacy,  and 


also  committee  and  surety  under  the 
commission,  that  the  proper  joris- 
diction  was  in  lunacy— Orerruled 
with  costs.   Scammel  ▼•  Light,     127 

Su  Account,  4. 

Chargino  Order. 

Indemnity. 

Partnership. 

ADVANCE. 
See  Order  and  Disposition,  2. 

ADVISER. 
iSee  Professional  Adtissr. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Office  Copt. 

AFTER-ACQUIRED 
PROPERTY. 

See  Marriage  Settlement,  2. 

AGENT. 
See  Account,  5. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Pressure. 

ALIMONY. 
Su  Settlement,  2. 

ALLOTMENT. 
See  Fraud,  1. 

AMENDED    (INCONSISTENT) 

BILL. 

A  hill  heing  by  leave  granted  on 
hearing  the  demurrer  amended  bj 
impeaching  the  codicil  as  being  ex- 
ecuted by  the  testator  while  in  a 
state  of  mental  incapacity.  The 
defendant  thereupon  moved  to  dis- 
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miss  the  amended  bill  as  being  in- 
consistent with  the  original  bill,  but 
the  Court  refused  the  motion,  and 
directed  the  costs  to  be  costs  in  the 
cause.     Parker  Y,  Nickaon.  311 

ANNUITY. 
See  Pension. 

ANTECEPENT  DEBT. 
See  Obdbb  and  Disposition,  1. 

APPOINTMENT. 
See  Settlement,  2. 

ARRANGEMENT. 
See  Quasi  Trustee. 

ASSETS. 
See  Pabtnbbship. 

ASSIGNEES. 
See  Fraud,  2. 

ASSIGNMENT   (STATUTORY 
FORM  OF). 

See  Order  and  Disposition,  1. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

See  Pension. 
Settlement,  1. 

ATTACHMENT. 
See  Specific  Performance,  3. 

BANKERS. 
See  Pressure. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

See  Order  and  Disposition,  1,  2. 
Partnership. 
Fraud,  2. 


BENEFICIAL  INTEREST. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  1. 

BILL. 
See  Amended  (Inconsistent  Bill.) 

BILL  BY  ONE  SHAREHOLDER 
ON  BEHALF  OF  OTHERS. 

See  Fraud,  1. 

BILL  (DISMISSAL  OF). 
See  Lease. 

BILL  IN  CHANCERY. 
See  Fraud,  1,  2. 

BILL  OF  SALE. 

See  Loss  bt  Executor. 

Order  and  Disposition,  1. 

BILL  TO  RECTIFY 
LEASE. 

See  Lease. 

BOND. 

See  Account,  3. 
Surety. 

BOOK  OF  REFERENCE. 
See  Deposited  Plans,  2. 

BREACH  OF  CONTRACT. 
See  Specific  Performance,  1,  3. 

BREACH  OF  COVENANT  TO 
REPAIR. 

See  Ejectment. 

BREACH   OF  TRUST. 

1.  The  trustee  of  a  sum  of  stock, 
being   beneficially  entitled   to  one 
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moiety  undivided,  assigned  his  in- 
terest to  a  mortgagee,  who  placed 
a  distringas  on  the  moietj.  The 
trustee  afterwards  sold  out  a  moiety 
and  absconded.  On  a  bill  by  the 
cestui  que  trust  of  a  moiety,  the  Court 
held  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  re- 
maining moiety,  but  gave  the  mort- 
gagee his  costs.     Wtlkins  v.  Sibley. 

442 
2.  Where  a  husband  entitled  to 
the  interest  of  a  fund  for  life,  with 
remunder  to  his  wife  for  life,  in- 
duced the  acting  trustee  to  pay  him 
the  money  on  the  written  consent  of 
the  wife,  the  trustee  having  died, 
his  estate  was  held  liable  to  make 
good  the  moneys  so  paid,  on  a  bill 
Sled  by  the  widow  and  the  suryiving 
trustee.     Cresswell  v.  DewelU     460 

BREWERY. 
See  Sp£Cific  Performance,  2. 

BRIDGE. 
Su  Deposited  Plans,  1. 

BUILDING   CONTRACT. 

Where  on  the  investigation  of  a 
complicated  demand  for  work  and 
labour  done,  and  other  matters,  or 
performance  of  work  under  a  con- 
tract with  a  railway  company  for 
works  of  enormous  extent,  the  chief 
clerk's  certificate,  after  a  laborious 
examination,  ascertained  the  amount 
due,  the  Court  will  not  allow  the 
result  so  certified  to  be  varied  as  to 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  it  unless  a 
case  of  clear  mistiJ^e  or  gross  abuse 
is  shown. 

In  such  cases  the  certificate  of  the 
chief  clerk  should  not  be  questioned 
on  any  ground  which  would  not  be 
a  ground  for  moving  for  a  new  trial 
or  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  of  a 
jory- 


Where  by  a  contract  a  sum  of 
money  is  payable  at  a  time  certain 
and  upon  a  sum  to  be  ascertained  on 
certain  data,  but  a  dispute  occurs 
as  to  the  amount  which  is  settled  bj 
the  Court,  interest  is  payable  under 
the  Statute  3  &  4  Wm.  IV.  c.  42. 
Mackintosh  v.  Great  Western.      683 

BUILDING  LEASE. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

BYE-LAWS. 
See  Local  Government. 

CALL. 

See  Fraxtd,  1. 

CAPITAL. 
See  Will,  6. 

CERTIFICATK 
See'RjjiLDmQc  Contract. 

CESTUI  QUE   TRUST. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  1,  2. 

CHARGE  ON  LAND. 

An  order  of  the  Probate  Court 
for  the  payment  of  money  is  not  a 
charge  on  land  within  the  meaning 
of  the  1  &  2  Vic.  c.  110.  Pratt  v. 
Bull.  117 

See  Solicitor. 

Charqing  Order. 

CHARGING  ORDER. 

Where  a  solicitor  had  obtained  for 
a  client  a  foreclosure  decree  (who 
had  subsequently  died,  and  a  decree 
for  administration  of  his  estate  had 
been  made)  the  Court,  under  the 
28th  section  of  the  23  &  24  Vic  c 


COMPENSATION. 


CONTRACT. 
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127,  made  a  charging  order  for  the 
costs  of  the  suit  against  the  real 
estate  of  the  client.  Wilson  v. 
Bound.  416 

CHARITY. 
See  Will,  6. 

CHATTELS. 

See  Execution. 
Lien. 

CHEMICAL  CURIOSITY. 
See  Patent. 

CHEMICAL  INVENTION. 
See  Patent. 

CHEMISTRY. 

See  Patent. 

CHILD. 
See  Father  and  Child. 

CLIENT. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1,  2. 

CO-DEFENDANT. 

See  Stat  of  Proceedings. 

COMMISSION. 
See  Account,  1. 

COMPANY. 
See  Fraud. 

COMPENSATION. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Specific  Performance,  1,  3. 


COMPOSITION. 
See  Fraud,  2. 

COMPULSORY  POWERS. 
See  Investment. 

CONCEALMENT. 

See  Marriage  Settlebcent,  1. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

CONCURRENT  JURIS- 
DICTION. 

See  Account,  1. 

CONDITIONS   OF  SALE. 
See  Deposit. 

CONDITION. 

See  Execution. 

CONFIDENTIAL  RELATION. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1,  2. 

CONSENT  OF  WIFE. 
Su  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Marriage. 

Covenant  to  Settlb. 

CON'STRUCTIVE  NOTICE. 
See  Marriage  Settlement. 

CONTRACT. 
^ee  Marriage. 

CONTRACT   (NON-PERFORM. 
ANCE   OF). 

See  Specific  Performance,  3. 
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COSTS. 


DEBTS. 


CONTRACTOR. 

See  Building  Contract. 
Execution. 


CONTRARY  INTENTION. 
Set  Will,  1. 

CONVENIENCE. 

See  Account,  1. 

Building  Contract. 

CONVERSION. 
See  Will,  5. 

CONVEYANCE. 

jSm  Professional  Adviser. 

CONVICTION. 
Su  Voluntary  Settlebcent. 

COPYRIGHT. 

Where  the  plaintiff  composed  cer- 
tain tales  for  the  defendant  for  pub- 
lication in  the  London  Journal^  of 
which  he  was  the  proprietor — Held 
that  the  subsequent  publication  of 
such  tales  in  a  weekly  supplementary 
number,  for  sale  with  or  without  the 
current  number,  was  a  '*  publication 
separately''  within  the  meaning  of 
the  18th  section  of  5  &  6  Vic.  c.  45. 
Smith  Y.  Johnson  632 

COSTS. 

See  Account,  1,  2,  4,  5. 
Account  (Refusal  to). 
Administration. 
Breach  of  Trust,  1. 
Charging  Order. 
Forfeiture. 
Fraud,  I. 

Loss  BT  Executor. 
Marriage. 


Office  Copt. 
Partnership. 

PrIYILEGED    CoiOnTNIGATION. 

Professional  Adviser. 

Settlement,  2. 

Solicitor. 

Stat  of  Proceedings. 

COVENANT. 

See  Mistake. 

COVENANT  TO  SETTLE. 

Covenant  by  husband  and  wife  to 
settle  ''all  real  or  personal  estate, 
property,  or  effects  to  which  the 
wife  or  the  husband  in  her  right 
shall  by  gift^  descent,  succession,  or 
otherwise  become  entitled  "—^e/ei 
to  include  reversionary  interests  in 
Consols,  which  fell  in  by  the  death 
of  a  tenant  for  life,  after  the  decease 
of  both  husband  and  wife.  OrajfleifY. 
Hwnpage^  1  Beav.  46,  followed.  Re 
Hughes's  Trusts.  432 

See  Marriage  Settlement,  2. 

CREDirOR. 

See  Account,  2. 

Judgment  Creditor. 
Partnership. 

SURETT. 

CROWN. 

See  VoLUNTART  Settlement. 

DAMAGES. 
See  Specific  Performance,  1,  3. 

DEBTS. 

See  Execution. 
Partnership. 
Pension. 
Will,  6. 


DEMONSTRATIVE  LEGACY. 


DEPOSIT. 
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DEBT  SECURED  BY  DEPOSIT 
OF  TITLE  DEEDS. 

See  Settlement. 

Obder  and  Disposition,  L 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
See  Lien. 

DECORATIVE   REPAIR. 
See  Specific  Performance,  1. 

DECREE. 
See  Partnership. 

DEED  NOT 
ACKNOWLEDGED. 

See  Will,  5. 

DEED  OF  INSPECTORSHIP. 
See  Account,  2. 

DEFAULT. 
See  Deposit. 

DELAY. 

See  Account,  4. 

DELIVERY  (PASSING  BY). 
See  Lien. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Account,  1. 
Administration. 
Amended  Inconsistent  Bill. 
Fraud,  1,  3. 

Opening  Foreclosure  Decree. 
Privileged  Communication. 
Untrue  Averment. 

DEMONSTRATIVE   LEGACY. 

See  Will,  6. 


DEPOSITED  PLANS. 

L  Where  the  plans  and  sections  for 
the  construction  of  a  bridge  over  a 
public  road  described  the  breadth  of 
the  proposed  bridge  as  forty-five 
feet,  the  Court  restrained  the  com- 
pany from  constructing  the  said 
bridge  except  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  and  sections  so  deposited. 

The  13th  section  of  the  Railway 
Clauses  Act,  which  provides  '^  that 
where  in  any  place  it  is  intended  to 
carry  the  railway  on  an  arch  or 
arches,  or  by  a  viaduct,  as  marked 
on  the  plans  and  sections,  the  same 
shall  be  made  accordingly,"  jmeans 
according  to  such  plans  and  sections. 
Attorney 'Oeneral  v.  The  Tewkesbury 
and  Malvern  Railway  Company.  333 

2.  Where  the  plans  deposited  by 
a  railway  company  delineated  a  field, 
showing  the  line,  the  limits  of  de- 
viation, and  the  boundaries  on  one 
side  of  those  limits,  but  leaving  the 
boundaries  on  the  other  side  unde- 
fined, the  Court  restrained  the  com- 
pany from  taking  the  land  beyond 
the  limits  of  deviation  on  the  unde- 
fined side,  though  the  name  of  the 
owner  of  the  whole  field  was  de- 
scribed in  the  book  of  reference. 
Wrigley  v.  The  Lancashire  and  York' 
ghire  Railway  Company,  362 

DEPOSIT. 

• 

At  a  sale  under  a  decree  by  the 
Court,  the  conditions  provided  that 
in  case  of  nonpayment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money or  other  default,  ^ere 
should  be  a  resale,  and  the  deficiency, 
if  any,  to  be  made  good  by  the  pur- 
chaser, but  containing  no  stipulation 
as  to  the  return  or  forfeiture  of  the 
deposit.  The  purchaser  paid  the 
deposit,  and  afterwards  became 
bankrupt,  and  the  assignees  having 
declined  to  complete,  the  Court  held 
the  deposit  forfeited. 
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Where  the  purchaser  makes  de- 
fault, no  express  stipulation  is  neces- 
sary to  entitle  the  vendor  to  the 
deposit :  Semble.  Deprte  v.  Bed- 
borough.  479 

DEPOSIT  OF  DEEDS. 
See  OsDSB  and  Disposition,  1. 

DILIGENCE. 
See  Account,  2. 

DISCRETION. 

See  Loss  bt  Execution. 

DISCOVERY. 

See  Account,  1,  5. 
Patent. 

DISMISSAL  OF  BILL. 

See  Diversion  (Perhanent)  bp 
Road. 
Fraud,  2. 
Lease. 

DISPOSITION. 
See  Order  and  Disposition,  1,  2. 

DISTRINGAS. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  1 . 

DIVERSION  (PERMANENT) 
OF  ROAD. 

The  IGth  section  of  the  Railway 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  autho- 
rises the  permanent  diversion  of 
public  roads,  and  not  onlj  a  tempo- 
rary diversion  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  the  railway ;  and  the 
Court  dismis{<ed  a  bill  filed  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  such  diversion. 
Phillippe  V.  London  and  Brighton 
Railway  Company.  46 


DIVORCE. 

See  Settlement,  2,  3. 

DOWER. 
See  Will,  4. 

DUTIES. 
See  Account,  2. 

EAST  INDIA  COMPANY. 
Su  Pension. 

EJECTMENT. 

Where  a  lessor  brought  ejectment 
for  breach  of  covenant  to  repair 
within  three  months  after  notice,  it 
appealing  that  out  of  twenty-two 
items  twenty  had  been  proceeded 
with,  and  fourteen  completed  ;  that 
the  works  had  been  partially  de- 
layed by  weather,  and  that  no  far- 
ther remonstrance  had  been  made 
by  the  lessors — the  Court  restrained 
the  action,  and  directed  an  inquirj 
whether  the  covenants  had  been 
performed.     Bargent  v.  Thomson. 

473 

See  Landlobd  and  Tenant. 

ELECTION. 
See  Will,  4. 

ENGAGEMENT. 
See  Marriage  Settlement,  1. 

ENQUIRY. 
See  Ejectment. 

EQUITY  OF  REDEMPTION. 

See  Judgment  Creditor. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 


EXECUTORY  CONTRACT. 


FELONY. 
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EQUITY  TO  SETTLEMENT. 

See  Settlehent,  1. 

EQUITABLE  MORTGAGE. 
See  Order  and  Disposition,  1. 

ERROR. 
See  Account,  3. 

ERROR  IN  LEASE. 
See  Lease. 

EVIDENCE. 

See  Privileged  Communication. 
Production. 

EXECUTION. 

Rails  and  other  chattels  which  bj 
the  terms  of  the  contract  when 
placed  on  the  land  became  the  abso- 
lute property  of  the  company,  the 
contractor  to  have  no  property 
therein,  except  the  right  of  using 
them  on  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
the  works,  except  on  completion  of 
the  line,  as  a  condition  precedent, 
the  plant  was  to  be  given  to  the 
contractor  as  part  consideration,  or 
if  used  by  the  company  to  be  paid 
for — Held,  not  liable  to  be  taken  in 
execution  for  the  company's  debts* 
Beeston  v,  Marriott,  436 

EXECUTORS. 

See  Account,  4. 
Indemnity. 
Quasi  Trustee. 
Untrue  Averment,  1. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  3. 

EXECUTORY  CONTRACT. 
Su  Order  and  Disposition,  2. 


EXPECTANT  HEIR. 

See  Post  Nuptial  Settlement,  2. 
Fraud,  3, 

EXPENDITURE. 
Se9  Landlord  and  Tbnant. 

EXPERIMENTS. 
See  Patent. 

EXPRESS  STIPULATION. 
See  Deposit. 

FACTORY. 
See  Local  Gtovernment. 

FALSE  ENTRIES. 
See  Production. 

FATHER  AND   CHILD. 

Gift  by  a  daughter  of  a  large  part 
of  her  property  to  her  father  set 
aside  with  costs,  it  appearing  that 
it  was  made  shortly  aiter  attaining 
twenty-one,  and  while  the  father 
was  acting  as  her  guardian,  and  was 
regarded  with  implicit  confidence 
as  the  sole  relative  capable  of  manag- 
ing her  affairs. 

Where  a  gift  is  impeached  on  the 
ground  of  undue  influence,  in  order 
to  sustain  the  gift  the  Court  requires 
the  clearest  and  most  unequivocal 
evidence  that  the  transaction  was 
fully  understood  by  and  was  the 
voluntary  and  deliberate  act  of  the 
donor.  Hatch  v.  Hatch,  9  Ves.  296, 
considered  ;  Daviee  y,  Davies      417 

FELONY. 

See  Pressure. 

Voluntary  Settlement. 
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FRAUD. 


GIFT  OVER, 


FIDUCIARY   RELATION. 

See  Professional  Adyisir. 
Account,  6. 

FORECLOSURE. 

See  Charging  Order. 

Opening   Foreclosure   De- 
cree. 

FORFEITURE. 

A  testator  haviDg  bequeathed  the 
dividends  of  a  fund  to  his  niece  for 
life,  remainder  to  her  children,  bj  a 
codicil  reciting  that  her  husband  was 
dead,  declared  that  in  case  she  mar- 
ried again  without  the  consent  of  the 
trustees,  she  should  forfeit  the  legacy 
and  take  onlj  60/.  a  year.  The 
niece,  without  the  consent  or  know- 
ledge of  the  trustees  married,  re- 
ceived the  dividends  for  some  time, 
and  died.  On  a  bill  by  the  trustees 
against  the  husband  (who  denied 
knowledge  of  the  clause  of  forfei- 
ture) the  Court  declared  the  husband 
subject  to  the  liabilities  that  affected 
the  wife.     Charlton  v.  Coambes  382 

See  Deposit. 

FRAUD. 

1.  Where  a  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
shareholders  except  the  defendants, 
against  the  company  and  the  direc- 
tors and  solicitors,  alleging  misrep- 
resentation and  suppression,  and 
praying  for  repayment  of  the  de- 
posits— a  demurrer  was  allowed 
without  leave  to  amend. 

The  payment  required  on  allot- 
ment is  not  a  call. 

Where  the  memorandum  of  asso- 
ciation empowered  the  directors 
without  further  authority  from  the 
shareholders,  to  pay  a  specified  sum 
for  the  cost  and  expenses  of  the  pro- 


moters— Heldy  on  demurrer,  that  a 
payment  without  taxation  was  not 
improper.  Croskey  v.  Hie  Bank  of 
WaUs  314 

2.  The  plaintiff,  a  certificated 
bankrupt  who  had  compounded  with 
his  creditors,  filed  a  bill  impeach- 
ing a  purchase  from  his  assignees  of 
part  of  the  property  by  the  solicits 
to  his  assignees  ;  but,  from  his  cross- 
examination  in  Court  it  appearing 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  that  the 
composition  was  fraudulent,  and  that 
after  his  bankruptcy  he  bad  himself 
purchased  some  of  his  real  estate 
vested  in  his  asignees,  and  had  sued 
for  and  recovered  for  his  own  bene- 
fit moneys  due  to  him  at  the  time  of 
his  bankruptcy,  and  not  entered  in 
his  schedule  or  accounted  for  to  his 
assignees  or  creditors,  the  Court  dis- 
missed the  bill,  but  without  preju- 
dice to  the  rights  of  the  assignees. 
Adams  v.  Sworder  287 

8.  An  heir-at-law  cannot  main- 
tain a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
to  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
a  will  devising  real  estates.  Jones 
V.  Gregory.  468 

Su  ADaCINISTRATION. 

Privileged  ComnmicATioN. 

Forfeiture. 

Quasi  Trustee. 

FURNITXIRE. 
See  Will,  3. 

GIFT. 
See  Father  and  Child. 

GIFT  BY   IMPLICATION. 
See  Will,  4. 

GIFT   OVER. 
See  Forfeiture, 


INDEMNITY. 


INQUIRY. 
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GIFT  TO   SOLICITOR. 
See  SoLiciTOB  akd  Client^  2. 

GOODS. 
See  Lien. 

GOOD  CONSIDERATION. 
See  Post  Nuptial  Settlement. 

GROWING   CROPS. 
See  Lease. 

GUARDIAN. 

See  Father  and  Child. 
Lease. 
Will,  2. 

HEIR. 

See  Fraud,  3. 

Quasi  Trustee. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 
Covenant  to  Settle. 
Forfeiture. 

Marriage  Settlement,  1,  2. 
Post  Nuptial  Settlement. 
Settlement,  1,  2. 

IMPROVEMENTS. 
See  Quasi  Trustee. 

IMPROVED  PRICE. 
See  Sub-Purchaser. 

INCOME. 

See  Will,  4. 

INDEMNITY. 

In  an  administration  suit,  the 
order  of  the  Court  is  an  indemnity 
to  the  executors. 


In  an  administration  suit,  execu- 
tors claimed  to  retain  part  of  the 
residue  as  an  indemnity  against  pos- 
sible liability  in  respect  of  mining 
shares.  The  Court  refused  the 
claim,  but  required  the  residuary 
legatees  to  undertake  to  answer  such 
liability.   Williams  v.  Headland  505 

INDIA. 
See  Pension. 

INDORSEMENT. 
See  Order  and  Disposition,  1. 

INDULGENCE. 

See  Account,  2. 

INFANT. 

See  Lease. 

Marriage  Settlehent,  2. 
Solicitor. 

INFLUENCE, 

See  Father  and  Child. 

Post-Nuptial  Settlement. 

INJUNCTION. 

See  Accounts. 
Copyright. 
Deposited  Plans. 
Diversion    (Permanent)    of 

Road. 
Judgment  Creditor. 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  L 
Local  Government. 
Office  Copt. 
Stat  of  Proceedings. 

INJURY  AS  TO  DAMAGES. 
See  Specific  Performance,  3. 

INQUIRY. 
See  Specific  Performance,  1. 
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LANDLORD  AND  TENANT 


INSOLVENCY. 
See  Pabtnership. 

INSPECTORS. 
« 

See  Account,  2. 

INSUFFICIENT   STATEMENT 
OF  CLAIM. 

See  Untrue  Ayerment. 

INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

See  Misrepresentation. 

INTENTION. 
See  Will,  1. 

INTEREST. 

See  Building  Contract. 
Will,  4. 

INTERIM  INVESTMENT. 
See  Inyesthent. 

INTERVENTION  OF  INDE- 
PENDENT  SOLICITOR. 

See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

INVALID  SALE. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  I. 

INVALID  WILL. 
See  Quasi  Trustee. 

INVENTION. 
See  Patent. 

INVESTIGATION. 
See  Specific  Performance,  2. 


INVESTMENT. 

Where  land  was  taken  bj  a  rail- 
way companj  under  the  compuborj 
powers  of  their  own  Acts,  with 
which  the  Lands  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act  was  incorporated — Held, 
that  under  the  80th  section  of  the 
latter  Act  the  companj  were  bound 
to  paj  the  costs  of  the  petition  for 
interim  investment.  Be  ShuUk" 
worth's  Estate  Act.  87 

JOURNAL. 
See  Copyright. 

JUDGMENT  CREDITOR. 

L  On  a  bill  by  a  judgment  cre- 
ditor of  a  mortgagor,  the  Court 
granted  an  injunction  to  restrain 
mortgagees  who  were  about  to  sell 
under  their  power  from  paying  the 
surplus  to  the  mortgagor. 

The  statute,  sec.  1,  does  not  apply 
to  an  equity  of  redemption.  Smble. 
Thornton  y.  Finch,  515 

See  Account,  3. 

JURISDICTION. 

See  Account,  1. 
Adhini  stration. 
Building  Contract. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

The  plaintiff  took,  and  was  let 
into,  possession  of  land,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  building  according  to  a  plan 
agreed  upon  and  at  a  rent  fixed, 
without  any  agreement  in  writing, 
and  without  any  parol  agreement 
for  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years;  after 
which  the  plaintiff  expended  a  con- 
siderable sum  in  buildings  according 
to  the  plan,  and  continued  in  pos- 
session for  several  years,  and  duly 
paid  the  rent  verbally  fixed. 


LEASEHOLD. 


LIMITS  OF  DEVIATION.    729 


The  (lefeDclant,  as  landowner, 
having  brought  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, insisting  that  the  plaintiff  was 
merely  tenant  at  will — Held^  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  in- 
junction, and  to  relief  in  equity. 

The  bill  prayed  in  the  alternative 
for  a  lease,  or  for  compensation.  A 
private  Act  of  Parliament  having 
authorised  leases  for  a  certain  dura- 
tion, and  on  certain  specified  terms, 
to  be  granted  in  cases  nearly  similar 
where  there  was  no  written  agree- 
ment, and  it  having  been  the  usage 
on  the  estate  to  double  the  rent 
when  a  lease  was  executed,  the 
Court  decreed  a  lease  to  the  plain- 
tiff according  to  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  at  the  double  rent. 

The  decision  in  Pilling  v.  Armi" 
tage,  12  Ves.  78,  not  applicable  to 
the  case  of  a  tenancy  created  for  the 
express  purpose  of  expenditure  by 
the  tenant  in  building.  Thornton  v. 
Ramsden,  519 

LEASE. 

Bill  to  rectify  a  lease  of  infant's 
propert  sanctioned  by  the  Court,  in 
pursuance  of  an  agreement,  by  ex- 
cluding certain  trade  fixtures  alleged 
to  have  been  improperly  comprised 
in  the  lease,  and  also  by  expunging 
the  covenant  as  to  delivery  up  of 
possession  of  growing  crops  and 
other  particulars,  dismissed  with 
costs,  there  being  no  evidence  that 
the  lease  was  inconsistent  with  the 
agreement,  one  of  the  lessees  being 
the  infant's  guardian.  Seaton  v. 
Staniland.  61 

LEASE  SANCTIONED  BY 
THE  COURT. 

See  Lease. 

LEASEHOLD. 

See  Mistake. 


LEAVE  TO  AMEND. 

See  Amended  Inconsistent  Bill. 
Untrue  Averment. 

LEGACIES. 

See  Account,  4. 
Will,  6. 

LESSEE. 
See  Specific  Performance,  I. 

LESSOR. 
See  Ejectment. 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 

See  Specific  Performance,  1. 
Ejectment. 

LIABILITY. 
See  Loss  bt  Executor. 

LIEN. 

I.  Where  a  debtor  gave  authority 
by  parol  to  his  creditor  to  take  cer- 
tain goods,  passing  by  delivery,  and 
sell  them,  and  out  of  the  proceeds 
to  retain  his  debt — Held,  that  the 
creditor  against  the  administrator  of 
the  debtor  had  a  lien  on  such  goods 
to  the  extent  of  his  claim.  Qurnell 
V.  Gardner.  626 

See  Order  and  Disposition,  2. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  3. 

LIFE  ESTATE. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 

LIFE  INTEREST  IN  WIFE. 

See  Will,  4,  5. 

LIMITS  OF  DEVIATION. 
See  Deposited  Plans,  2. 


VOL.    IV. 


C   0    C 


730     LOSS  BT  EXECUTOR. 

LINE  OP  STREET. 

See  Local  Government. 

LOCAL  BOARD  OF  HEALTH 
See  Local  Gotbrkhent. 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT. 

The  owner  of  a  factory,  beiog 
desirous  of  rebuilding  his  premises, 
Bubmitteil  the  plana,  he.,  to  a  com- 
mittee, to  whom  the  Town  Council, 
also  the  Local  Board  of  Health, 
del^ated  their  powers,  and  the 
plans  having  been  approved,  polled 
down  the  factory,  and  proceeded  to 
rebuild  it  according  to  eucfa  plans. 
The  Town  Council,  under  the  35th 
section  of  the  Local  Government 
Act,  1858,  relating  to  buildings  to 
he  erected,  having  required  the 
plaintiff  to  set  back  his  premises,  the 
Court  restrained  them  by  injunction 
from  interfering  with  the  erection 
of  tLe  facloiy  according  to  the  ap- 
proved planx.  SUe  v.  Corporation 
of  Bradford.  262 

LOCKE  KINGS'  ACT. 
See  Will,  1. 

LODGING. 
See  Account,  3. 

LOSS  BY  EXECUTOR. 
On  a  bill  by  a  cettui  qtte  trust 
against  trustees  and  executors  to 
make  them  liable  for  loss  alleged  to 
have  been  sustaiued  by  the  sale  of 
the  testator's  business  and  stock  iu 
trade  against  ibe  will  of  the  plain- 
tiff, to  one  person  instead  of  another, 
who,  he  alleged,  would  have  made  a 
higher  offer,  the  Court  held  that, 
.the  trustees  having  acted  with  due 
4elil)er.Llioii,  nud  in  the  honest  ex- 


MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 

ercise  of  their  discretion,  the  tnu- 
tees  were  not  liable,  and  gave  tbem 
their  costs  of  the  suit.  Selbf  i. 
Bowie.  SfXl 

LUNACY. 

See  Administration. 

MANUFACTDBE. 
See  Fatrmt. 

MARRLAGE. 

A  suitor  wrote  to  the  mother  of 
tl^e  young  lady  aa  follows : — "  If 
your  daughter  has  or  may  hare 
money,  my  wish  and  iutention  woeld 
be  that  it  should  be  settled  for  ber 
sole  and  separate  use."  Consent  U 
the  marriage  having  been  given,  in 
the  faith  that  the  intention  ihij 
expressed  would  be  fulfilled,  and  the 
marriage  having  taken  effect  with- 
out a  settlement,  the  Court  ordered 
the  wife's  property  to  be  settled  in 
the  usual  way,  and  the  costs  of  itie 
suit  and  of  the  settlemeot  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  fund.     AH\.Att.         84 

See  Settlement. 
MARRIAGE    SETTLEMENT. 

1.  A  settlement  made  by  a  woman 
of  her  personal  property  aAer  ber 
eng^ement  to  be  married  set  aside 
at  the  suit  of  the  husband,  although 
he  was  told  before  the  marriage  ttul 
she  had  executed  a  settlement  afiect- 
ing  her  property.  It  appearing  that 
neither  she  herself  nor  her  husbaotl 
was  accurately  informed  of  the  na- 
ture and  effect  of  the  (rusts  of  the 
settlement — Held,  that  the  doctrine 
of  constructive  notice  of  the  contenU 
of  an  instrument  was  not  sufficient 
to  bind  the  husband  on  the  ground 
of  acquiescence. 

Suppression  of  the  truth,  or  mis- 
representation   of  a    material   faci, 


MISREPRESENTATION. 


MOTION. 
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will  vitiate  any  contract  or  gifl  the 
▼alidity  of  which  depends  upon  the 
trnth  and  accuracy  of  the  repre- 
sentation on  which  it  was  made. 
Prideaux  v.  Lonsdale.  159 

2.  Where  the  draft  of  a  proposed 
settlement  in  contemplation  of  the 
marriage  of  an  infant  ward  of  Court 
containing  a  covenant  to  settle  after- 
acquired  property,  hut  no  provision 
as  to  a  second  marriage,  was  ap- 
proved hy  the  intended  husband  but 
never  executed,  though  a  post-nup- 
tial settlement  in  different  terms  was 
executed,  the  Court  varied  the  latter 
settlement  by  adding  the  covenant 
as  to  after-acquired  property.  Be 
Roarers  Trusts.  254 

MARRIED   WOMAN,  1. 

See  Settleicvnt. 

MARRYING   AGAIN   WITH- 
OUT CONSENT. 

See  Forfeiture. 

MILITARY  PENSION. 
See  Pension. 

MINING   SHARES. 
See  Indemnity,  1. 

MINOR. 
See  Post  Nuptial  Settlement,  1. 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

A  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life 
of  T.,  which  one  insurance  company 
induced  another,  by  way  of  reas- 
surance, to  effect  on  the  representa- 
tion that  they  intended  to  retain 
part  of  the  risk,  which,  however, 
they  subsequently  got  rid  of  by  a 
further  reassurance — Declared  void. 

c  C 


Jorden  v.  Money ^  5  H.  of  L.  C.  185, 
considered.     Trail  v.  Baring      485 

See  Fraud,  1. 

Marriage  Settlement,  1. 

MISTAKE. 

A  vendor,  being  a  lessee  of  a 
house  with  a  right  of  purchase, 
agreed  to  sell  the  fee  simple  and 
inheritance  for  2500/.,  and  assigned 
his  lease  and  contract  to  purchase 
to  the  purchaser,  who  by  mistake 
covenanted  to  perform  the  covenants 
in  the  lease.  It  appearing  that  one- 
fourth  of  the  property  was  leasehold, 
and  the  vendor  having  brought  an 
action  for  the  purchase-money — On 
bill  filed  by  the  purchaser,  the  Court 
set  aside  the  contract. 

On  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  written 
instrument  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
take or  surprise,  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  that  such  instru- 
ment is  contrary  to  the  real  terms 
of  the  contract,  and  that  it  ought  to 
be  set  aside.     Price  v.  Ley.         235 

MORTGAGE. 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  1. 

Order  and  Disposition,  1,  2. 
Professional  Adviser. 
Will,  1. 

MORTGAGEES. 

See  Judgment  Creditor. 
Professional  Adviser. 

MORTGAGOR. 
See  Judgment  Creditor. 

MOTION. 

See  Office  Copt. 
Production. 
Stat  or  Proceedings. 
C  2 


i 


'32    ORDER  AND  DISPOSITION. 


PARTNERSHIP. 


V 


NEXT  OF  KIN. 
See  Untrue  Averment. 

NOTICE. 

See  Ejectment. 

Marriage  Settlement,  1. 

OFFICE  COPY. 

An  ex  parte  injunction  obtained 
on  an  affidavit,  of  which  no  office 
copj  was  in  court  at  the  time  of 
making  the  motion,  dissolved  with 
costs.     Elsey  v.  Adams.  398 

OFFICER. 
See  Pension. 

OPENING  FORECLOSURE 
DECREE. 

Demurrer  to  a  bill  for  redemption 
after  a  foreclosure  decree,  which  the 
bill  asked  to  open  only  as  to  one  of 
the  four  parties  to  the  decree,  allowed 
with  costs,  and  leave  to  amend  re- 
fused.    Patch  V.  Ward.  96 

ORDER. 

See  Charge  on  Land. 
Charging  Order. 

ORDER  AND  DISPOSITION. 

L  Where  the  registered  mort- 
gagees of  three  fishing  boats  depo- 
sited the  mortgage  deeds  with  their 
bankers  as  security  for  a  debt,  and 
afterwards  became  bankrupt — Held^ 
that  the  statutory  form  of  assign- 
ment being  by  indorsement,  the 
mortgages  could  not  be  dealt  with 
by  the  bankrupts,  and  therefore 
were  not  in  their  order  and  dispo- 
sition. 

A  bill  of  sale  by  a  trader  of  all 
his  stock-in-trade  to  secure  an  ante- 


cedent debt  and  all  future  advances 
is  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Lacon  v. 
Liffen.  75 

2.  Where  the  plaintiff  advanced 
moneys  on  a  vessel  in  process  of 
construction  on  an  agreement  that 
the  vessel  was  to  be  assigned  to  him 
(which  was  done),  and  that  such 
advance  was  to  be  a  charge  on  the 
vessel — Held^  that  on  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  ship-builder,  while 
they  were  building  the  vessel,  she 
was  not  in  the  order  and  disposition 
of  the  bankrupts,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff's lien  for  the  meneys  advanced 
was  not  destroyed  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy.    Swainston  v.  Clay.        187 

ORDER  OF  COURT. 
See  Indemnity. 

PARENT. 
See  Father  and  Child. 

PAROL  AGREEMENT. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

PAROL  AUTHORITY. 
See  Lien. 

PAROL  EVIDENCE. 
See  Mistake. 

PARTIES. 

See  Opening  Foreclosure 
Decree. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

Where  one  of  two  partners  died 
and  the  other  soon  afterwards  be- 
came bankrupt,  the  joint  estate 
being  administered  in  bankruptcy, 
and  the  separate  estate  of  the  solvent 


PATENT, 


PLATE. 
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partner  in  this  court — Held^  that 
the  joint  creditors  who  were  part 
paid  in  bankruptcy  were  not  entitled 
to  prove  against  the  separate  estate 
of  the  solvent  partner  pari  passu 
with  the  creditors  of  the  solvent 
partner. 

Where  a  joint  creditor  takes  the 
benefit  of  a  decree  for  administering 
the  estate  of  the  insolvent  partner 
and  obtains  an  order  for  payment  of 
his  debt  and  costs,  the  executors' 
costs  are  prior  charges,  but  where 
the  executors  have  denied  assets 
their  costs  are  postponed  to  the  debt 
and  costs  of  the  joint  creditor.  Lodge 
V.  Pritchard.  294 

Ste  Will,  6. 

PATENT. 

Inventions  in  mechanics  are  as 
totally  different  from  inventions  in 
economical  chemistry  as  the  laws 
and  operations  of  mechanical  powers 
differ  from  the  laws  of  chemical 
affinities  and  the  results  of  analysis 
in  the  comparatively  infant  science 
of  chemistry,  with  its  boundless  field 
of  undiscovered  laws  and  substances. 
Where,  therefore,  prior  to  the  date  of 
an  inventor's  patent  something  neces- 
sary for  the  useful  application  of  a 
chemical  discovery  for  manufacturing 
purposes  remained  to  be  discovered, 
which  the  plaintiff's  invention  sup- 
plied— Held,  that  the  manufacture, 
with  the  materials  and  process  in 
the  specification,  was  a  "  new  manu- 
facture not  in  use "  at  the  date  of 
the  patent; 

The  law  recognises  the  right  of 
an  inventor  who  finds  out  and  sup- 
plies for  commercial  purposes  an 
article  known  previously  only  as  a 
chemical  curiosity. 

This  Court  looks  with  distrust  on 
experiments  conducted  with  a  view 
to  litigation.     Young  v.  Fernee.    o77 


PAYMENT. 

See  Account,  passim. 
Fraud,  1. 

PAYMENT  OF  MONEY. 

See  Charge  on  Land. 

PAYMENT  WITHOUT 
TAXATION. 

See  Fraud. 

PENSION. 

The  Statutes  of  the  46  Greo.  3, 
c.  69,  &  47  in  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  do  not 
apply  to  pensions  granted  by  the 
government  of  India  to  military 
persons  employed  in  India  for  the 
purpose  of  the  Indian  government. 
Therefore  an  assignment  by  an  offi- 
cer in  the  service  of  the  East  India 
Company,  who,  under  the  Transfer 
Act,  1858,  became  a  colonel  in  the 
Queen's  service  and  retired  on  his 
pension  of  450/.,  and  an  annuity  of 
200/.  per  annum,  and  afterwards 
assigned  the  same  as  securi^  for  a 
debt — Held,  valid.  Carew  v.  Cooper. 
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PERSONAL  ESTATE. 
See  Voluntary  Settlement. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 
See  Marriage  Settlement,  1 . 

.  PICTURES. 
See  Will,  3. 

PLANS. 

See  Deposited  Plans,  1,  2. 
Local  Government. 

PLATE. 

Sfe  Will,  3. 
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POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 

See  MlfiREPB£SENTATIDN. 
SUBBTY. 

POST     NUPTIAL 
SETTLEMENT. 

1.  Bill  bj  a  divorced  wife  who 
had  married  again,  to  set  aside  a 
post-nuptial  settlement,  executed 
while  a  minor,  but  subsequentlj 
confirmed,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
wife  for  life  for  her  separate  use, 
remainder  to  her  (first)  husband  for 
life,  remainder  among  the  children 
of  the  marriage,  in  default  of  chil- 
dren who  attained  twenty-one  as  the 
wife  should  appoint ;  with  a  pro- 
viso, if  the  husband  and  wife  should 
live  separate  and  the  wife  should 
require  alimonj,  that  the  wife's  in- 
terest nnder  the  settlement  should 
cease — Dismissed  with  costs  so  far 
as  it  sought  to  set  aside  the  whole 
settlement,  but  the  Court  declared 
the  proviso  void.  Merryweather  v. 
Jones.  609 

2.  Bill  by  an  expectant  heir  to 
li-ct  aside  a  post-nuptial  settlement 
of  real  estate  in  expectancy,  to  trus- 
tees for  his  wife  for  life,  remainder 
to  pay  annually  500/.  to  the  chil- 
dren, remainder  to  herself  for  life, 
made  while  he  was  indebted,  and  on 
the  suggestion  of  his  wife's  mother 
—Dismissed  without  costs. 

The  principle  on  which  this  Court 
acts  in  discouraging  mortgages, 
sales,  and  dealings  with  expectant 
heirs  of  reversionary  interests,  has 
no  application  to  a  settlement  by  an 
heir  in  favour  of  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren.    Shafto  V.  Adams,  492 

See  Marriage  Settlement,  I. 
Settlement,  2. 

PRACTICE. 
See  Production. 

SUBrUKCHASE. 


PRODUCTION. 

PRESSURE. 

The  assent  which  is  necessary  to 
the  validity  of  an  agreement  in  this 
court  mast  be  an  assent,  uninfluenced 
by  any  power  which  Uie  one  party 
may  have  of  operating  on  the  fears  of 
the  other:  therefore  where  an  agree- 
ment was  executed  by  the  one  party, 
the  plaintifi^  under  a  threat  by  tlie 
other  that  the  plaintifTs  son  would, 
otherwise,  be  indicted  for  forgery  it 
was  set  aside  with  costs. 

Where  the  plaintiff's  main  and 
influencing  purpose  for  ent^riug 
into  the  agreement  was  to  relieve 
his  son  from  exposure,  disgrace,  and 
ruin,  the  intervention  of  other  cir- 
cumstances or  collateral  advantages 
to  himself  are  not  enough  to  sustain 
the  agreement  in  this  court.  Ba^h/ 
Y.Waiiams.  638 

PRINCIPAL. 

See  Surety. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  Account,  5. 
Prodcction. 

PRIVILEGED   COMMUNI- 
CATION. 

Demurrer  by  a  solicitor  to  pro- 
duce letters  written  to  him  by  his 
client  about  the  time  and  in  respect 
of  a  matter  impeached  by  a  bill  as 
fraudulent,  to  which  the  solicitor 
was  not  made  a  party,  nor  charged 
with  fraud — Allowed.  Charlton  v. 
Combes.  372 

PROBATE  COURT. 
See  Charge  on  Land. 

PRODUCTION. 

The  defendant  in  a  suit  instituted 
against  him  as  agent  for  an  account, 


PUBLIC  ROAD. 


RAILWAY  COMPANY.       735 


moved  that  certain  accounts  alleged 
in  the  bill  to  contain  false  entries 
might  be  produced,  on  an  affidavit, 
that  the  vouchers  were  lost,  and  that 
he  could  not  otherwise  put  in  a  suf- 
ficient answer.  —  The  motion  was 
refused  with  costs. 

Taylor  v.  Heming,  4  Beav.  235, 
considered.  Turner  Burckinshaw  399 

PROFESSIONAL    ADVISER. 

Where  the  professional  adviser 
of  the  plaintiff  being  aware  of  the 
extent  of  her  fortune  and  of  the  in- 
fluence possessed  over  her  by  her 
brother-in-law  (his  debtor)  took  se- 
curities to  a  large  amount  to  secur- 
his  debt  the  Court  set  them  aside 
and  made  the  defendant  paj  the 
costs  of  the  suit.  Rhodes  v. 
Bate.  670 

PROFESSIONAL  RELATION. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client. 

PROFITS. 

See  Specific  Performance,  2. 

PROOF. 
/S«e  Partnership,  1. 

PROVISO. 
See  Settlement,  2. 

PROVISO  FOR  ALIMONY. 

See  Post  Nuptial  Settlement,  1. 

PUBLICATION. 
See  Copyright. 

PUBLIC  ROAD. 
See  Deposited  Plans,  1. 


PURCHASE. 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

PURCHASE-MONEY. 
See  Deposit. 

PURCHASER. 
See  Specific  Performance,  2,  3. 

QUASI  TRUSTEE. 

The  executor,  who  was  also  named 
as  devisee  in  a  will,  not  attested  so 
as  to  pass  real  estate,  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  real  estate,  expended 
his  own  moneys  in  improvements, 
and  died  intestate.  His  administrfr- 
trix  took  a  transfer  to  herself  of  a 
mortgage  on  the  estate,  and  claimed 
it  as  assets  under  an  alleged  arrange- 
ment with  the  testator's  widow,  that 
her  husband  took  the  estate  in  dis- 
charge of  a  debt  due  from  the  testa- 
tor. On  a  bill,  filed  by  the  testator's 
heiress,  the  Court  held  that  the  exe- 
cutor must  account  for  the  rents  from 
the  testator's  death,  with  an  allow- 
ance for  permanent  improvements. 

Nanney  v.  WilliamSt  22  Beav. 
452  —  469,  followed.  Felly  v.  Bas- 
combe,  390 

RAIL. 
See  Execution. 

RAILWAY. 
See  Execution. 

RAILWAY  CLAUSES  ACT. 

See  Deposited  Plans. 

Diversion  (Permanent)   of 
Road. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

See  Investment. 
Will,  5. 
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REPAIRS. 


SALE. 


REAL  ESTATE. 
See  Charging  Order. 

Quasi  Trustbb. 
See  Settlement. 
Will,  1,  2,  5. 

■ 

REBUILDING. 
See  Local  Government* 

RECEIPTS  AND  PAYMENTS. 
See  Account,  6. 

RECTIFICATION. 

See  Marriage  Settlement,  2. 
Lease. 

REDEMPTION. 

See  Opening  Foreclosure 
Decree. 

REFORMATION  OF  AGREE- 
MENT. 

See  Mistake. 

REFUSAL. 
See  Account,  Refusal  to. 

REGISTERED  MORTGAGEES 
OF  SHIPS. 

See  Order  and  Disposition,  1,  2. 

RELIEF  AT  LAW. 
See  Stay  of  Proceedings. 

RENT. 
See  Lanlord  and  Tenant. 

REPAIRS. 

See  Ejectment. 

Specific  Performance,  1. 


REPRESENTATION. 

See  Specific  Performance,  2. 


RESALE. 

See    SUBPURCHASE. 


RESCINDING  CONTRACT. 

See  Mistake. 

Specific  Performance,  3. 


RESIDUE. 

See  Indemnity. 
Will,  2,  4. 

RESIDUARY  DEVISE. 

A  devise  of  residuary  real  estate 
still  specific,  Dolwithstanding  Wills 
Act,  7  Will.  4,  and  1  Vict.  c.  26. 
Eddelh  v.  Johnston^  1  Giff.  29,  and 
Fearman  v.  Twiss,  1  Giff.  130,  fol- 
lowed.    Clark  V.  Clark.  702 

RESIDUARY  LEGATEE. 

See  Account,  Refusal  to. 
Indemnity. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 
See  Covenant  to  Settle. 

ROAD. 

See  Diversion  (Permanent) 
OF  Road. 

SALE. 

See  Account,  4. 
Deposit. 

Judgment  Creditor. 
Loss  by  Executors. 
Solicitor  and  Client. 


SETTLEMENT. 


SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT.     737 


SALE.  UNDER  DIRECTION  OF 
COURT. 

See  Settled  Estates  Acts,  1854- 
1856,  90. 

SECOND  MARRIAGE. 
See  Marriage  Settlement. 

SECURITY. 
See  Pension. 

SECURITIES. 
See  Professional  Adviser. 

SEPARATE  ESTATE. 
See  Partnership. 

SEPARATE  USE. 
See  Marriage  Settlement. 

SETTING  BACK  BUILDINGS. 
See  Local  Government. 

SETTLEMENT. 

1.  Where  a  married  woman^  who 
prior  to  her  marriage  was  entitled 
under  a  will  to  a  debt  payable  aflter 
the  death  of  her  sister,  secured  on 
land  by  the  deposit  of  title  deeds,  by 
deed  acknowledged  joined  her  hus- 
band in  assigning  her  share  and  inte- 
rest in  the  said  debt,  and  the  said 
real  security,  in  order  to  secure 
moneys  due  by  her  husband — Held, 
in  a  suit  to  administer  the  testator's 
estate,  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  a 
settlement  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
real  estate.    Williams  v.  Cooke,    343 

2.  A  fund  in  court  not  reduced 
into  possession  accruing  in  right  of 
the  wife,  on  whose  marriage  no  settle- 
ment was  made,  and  who  was  divorced 
by  a  colonial  court  at  the  suit  of  the 
husband — Ueld,  to  belong  to  the  wife 


as  against  a  mortgagee  of  her  hus- 
band, and  also  as  against  her  children 
claiming  a  settlement.  Heath  t. 
Lewis,  665 

See  Covenant  to  Settle. 
Marriage. 

Marriage  Settlement,  1, 2. 
Post-nuptial      Settlement, 

1,2, 
Surety. 
Voluntary  Settlement. 

SHARE. 

See  Will,  4,  6. 

SHIP. 
See  Order  and  Disposition,  1,  2. 

SOLICITOR. 

Where  a  solicitor  was  employed  by 
the  next  friend  in  establishing  an 
infant's  title  to  certain  land,  the  infant 
having  attained  twenty-one,^the  Court, 
under  the  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  127,  s.  28, 
declared  on  petition  so  much  of  the 
costs  as  remained  unpaid  a  charge  on 
the  land  recovered.  Bonser  v.  Brad- 
shaw.  260 

See  Charging  Order. 

Solicitor  and  Client. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  A  purchase  by  solicitors  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  of  their  client's 
property  set  aside,  although  another 
solicitor  had  been  called  m,  and  the 
defendants  had  ceased  to  act  as  soli- 
tors  just  before  the  contract  for  pur- 
chase :  it  appearing  that  the  other 
solicitor  had,  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  defendants,  not  properly  dis- 
charged his  duty,  and  that  the' de- 
fendants had  concealed  from  him  an 
important  fact. 

The  intervention  of  another  soli- 
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STATUTES. 


citor  or  adviser  who  with  the  know- 
ledge of  the  purchaser,  neglects  or 
does  not  properly  discharge  his  duty, 
is  not  sufficient  to  support  a  purchase 
by  his  solicitor  from  nis  client.  CHbbs 
T.  Daniel.  1 

2.  A  gift  made  by  a  client  to  his 
solicitor  during  the  subsistence  of  the 
professional  relation  between  them  is 
invalid ;  therefore,  where  a  client 
during  the  subsistence  of  such  relation 
told  his  solicitor  to  retain  a  sum  of 
300/.  out  of  moneys  coming  to  the 
client,  on  a  bill  by  the  client,  for  an 
account  the  Court  decreed  a  general 
account,  with  a  direction  that  the 
defendants  were  not  to  be  allowed  the 
said  300/.,  and  ordered  the  defend- 
ants to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
O'Brieny.' Lewis.  221 

3.  A  solicitor  who  has  acted  for 
the  plaintiff  has  a  lien  on  costs  under 
a  decree  for  payment  of  the  costs  to 
his  client  after  he  has  ceased  to  be 
solicitor  in  the  cause,  and  although  he 
has  taken  his  client  in  execution  for 
the  costs.     G*Brien  v.  Lewis.      396 

See  Privileged  Communication, 

SOLID  SILVER. 

See  Will,  3. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1 .  Where  a  lessor  agreed  to  let  a 
house  and  to  put  it  in  decorative  re- 
pair, but  refused  to  fulfil  his  contract, 
the  Court  at  the  insUnce  of  the  lessee 
decreed  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement,  with  an  inquiry  whether 
the  agreement  as  to  decorative  repair 
had  been  performed  ;  and  if  not,  de- 
creed that  the  defendant  should  com- 
pensate the  plaintiff  in  damages. 
Samuda  v.  Lawford.  42 

2.  Where  the  vendors  of  a  brewery 
made  various  and  inconsistent  repre- 
sentations as  to  the  profits  of  the 
concern  which   demanded  investiga- 


tion, for  which  the  vendors  afforded 
every  facility,  and  which  the  pur- 
chaser in  fact  partially  made,  the 
Court  decreed  specific  performance. 
Clarke  v.  Mackintosh.  Mackintosh 
V.  Clarke.  134 

3.  After  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  to  purchase 
for  payment,  and  an  attachment  for 
default,  on  motion  by  the  plaintiff  the 
Court  ordered  the  contract  to  be  re- 
scinded, and  aU  proceedings  stayed, 
except  as  to  such  application  to  this 
Court  as  might  be  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  assess  the  damages  occasioned 
by  the  breach  of  contract  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

Foligno  v.  Martin^  16  Beav.  586, 
followed.     Sweet  v.  Meredith.     207 

See  Mistake. 

SPECIFICATION. 
See  Patent. 

STATUTES. 
See  Charging  Order. 

46  Geo.  4,  c.  69      .         .         .  619 

47  Geo.  3,  c.  25      .         .         .  619 

7  Geo.  4,  c.  1 1 1  .  .  .333 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27.  s.  16  .  390 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42  .  .  683 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  18     .     .  632 

8  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  80  (Lands 

Clauses  Consolidation  Act)  449 
8  Vict.  c.  20  (Railway  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act) 


10&  11  Vict.  c.  34 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  688 
17  &  18  Vict.  c.  113 
21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98 
c.  1 06,  ss. 

24  &25  Vict.  134 
23  &  24  Vict.  c.  38 
c.  127,  s. 

25  &  26  Vict.  c.  4 
27  &  28  Vict.  c.  112 


.  262 
.  262 
.  688 
.  181 
.  278 

39,41  <»19 
.  622 
.  416 

28  .  622 
.  619 
.  515 


SURETY. 


TENANT  FOR  LIFE.      739 


STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 

Motion  by  a  defendant  before  de- 
cree to  restrain  a  co-defendant  from 
prosecuting  an  action  or  to  stay  all 
proceedings  in  the  suit  on  an  affidavit 
that  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill  and 
by  the  action  was  identical,  refused 
with  costs.  Russell  v.  The  London, 
Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Com' 
pany.  403 

See  Specific  Performance^  3. 

STOCK-IN-TRADE. 
See  Loss  by  Executors. 

SUB-PURCHASE. 

Where  a  sub-purchaser,  at  an  im- 
proved price,  applied  by  summons  to 
be  substituted  in  the  place  of  his 
vendor  (the  original  purchaser),  who 
resisted  the  application,  the  Court 
refused  to  make  the  order,  but,  at  the 
suggestion  of  the  trustees,  ordered  a 
resale,  on  the  terms  that  the  original 
purchaser  pay  the  improved  price 
into  court.  Re  Settled  Estates  Acts, 
1854  and  1856.  90 

SUB-PURCHASER. 
See  Sub-purchase. 


creditor.  Therefore,  where  a  cre- 
ditor, whose  debt  was]  secured  by  the 
bond  of  the  debtor  and  his  surety  as 
well  as  by  a  mortgaee*of  the  equitable 
life  interest  of  the  debtor  and  his  wife 
in  certain  real  estate  and  policies  of 
assurance,  assigned  his  debt,  without 
notice  by  himself  or  the  assignee,  to 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  who 
sold  under  a  power — Held,  that  the 
surety  was  'discharged  to  the  amount 
of  the  security  lost. 

Where  acquiescence  is  relied  on,  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  person  ac- 
quiescing was  aware  of  the  thing  in 
which  he  acquiesced,  and  of  the  effect 
of  such  acquiesence. 

Wheatley  v.  Bastow,  7  De  6.  M.  & 
6.  261  and  27  \,  considered.  Strange 
V.  Fooks.  408 

SURPRISE. 
See  Mistake. 


SURVIVING  TRUSTEE. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 


SURVIVORSHIP. 

See  Will,  2,  4. 
Title  Deeds. 


SUBSTITUTION. 
See  Sub-purchase. 

SUCCESSION. 
See  Covenant  to  Settle. 

SUPPRESSION  OF  TRUTH. 
See  Marriage  Settlement,  1. 

SURETY. 

A  surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  the  securities  in  the  hands  of  the 


TEMPORARY  DIVERSION  OF 

ROAD. 

See  Division  (Permanent)  of 
Road. 


TENANT  AT  WILL. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

See  Account,  4. 

Covenant  to  Settle. 
Title  Deeds. 
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VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 


TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 
See  Will,  2. 


THREAT. 
See  Pressure. 


TITLE  DEEDS. 

DeTise  of  residuary  real  estate  to 
trustees  upon  trust  to  permit  testa- 
tor's sister-in-law,  if  single,  to  receive 
the  rents  for  life  without  power  of 
anticipation,  but,  if  either  should 
marry  or  die,  then  the  single  one  or 
survivor  to  take  the  whole,  but  if 
both  married,  on  trust  to  sell  and 
divide  the  proceeds  among  testator's 
nephews  and  nieces.  The  title  deeds 
having  passed  into  the  possession  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  on  a  bill  filed  by 
the  trustees,  the  Court  having  refused 
to  disturb  the  custody  of  the  deeds. 
Taylor  v.  Sparrow^  703. 

5tfe  Order  of  Disposition,  1. 
Settlement,  1. 

TOWN  COUNCIL. 
See  Local  Government. 

TOWNS  IMPROVEMENT. 
See  Local  Government. 

TRADE  FIXTURES. 
See  Lease. 


TRANSFER  ACT. 
See  Pension. 


TRUST  SO  SELL. 
See  Account,  4. 


TRUSTEES. 

See  Account,  2,  4. 

Account,  Refusal  to. 
Breach  of  Trust,  1,  2. 
Loss  BY  Executors. 
Title  Deeds. 

TRUSTS. 

See  Settlement. 

Marriage  Settlement. 
Will,  i. 
Account,  4. 

ULTRA  VIRES. 
See  Deposited  Plans,  1,  2. 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 

See  Father  and  Child. 
Professional  Adviser. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  1, 2, 3. 

UNTRUE  AVERMENT. 

Where  the  bill  prayed  that  the 
rights  of  all  parties  interested  might 
be  declared,  and  set  forth  the  testa- 
tor* s  will  and  codicil,  and  aTerred 
that  the  defendant  was  untruly  de- 
scribed in  the  codicil  as  testator's 
next  of  kin  and  heir-at-law,  and  that 
he  had  obtained  probate  on  an  untrue 
allegation  that  the  executors  were 
dead,  there  being  no  distinct  aver- 
ment of  the  character  in  which  the 
plaintiff  claimed  —  a  demurrer  was 
allowed  with  leave  to  amend.  Parker 
V.  Nickson.  306 

See  Misrepresentation. 

USEFUL  FOR  COMMERCE. 
See  Patent. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 
See  Deposit. 


WILL. 


WILL. 
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VESTING. 
^eeWiLL,  2. 

VIADUCT. 
See  Deposited  Plans,  1 . 

VOLUNTARY  GIFT. 
See  Father  and  Child. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

A  voluntary  settlement  of  personal 
estate,  executed  in  favour  oi  a  wife 
and  children,  after  commission  of  a 
felony,  but  before  and  in  fear  of  convic- 
tion— Held  invalid  against  the  Crown. 
Re  Sounder's  Estate.  179 

VOUCHERS. 
See  Production. 

WARD  OF  COURT. 
See  Marriage  Settlement,  2. 

WIFE. 

See  IIUSBAND    AND   WiFE. 

Will,  4,  5. 

WILL. 

1 .  A  bequest  of  all  testators's  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  executrix,  subject 
to  the  payment  of  his  just  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
was  held,  on  the  construction  of  the 
Act  17  &  18  Vict  c.  113,  a  sufficient 
manifestation  of  an  intention  that  a 
real  estate  was  not  to  be  primarily 
liable  to  a  mortgage  debt. 

Woolstencroft  v.  Woolstencroft  dis- 
tinguished.    Eno  v.  Tatham.        181 

2.  A  testator  gave  his  residuary 
real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  as  to  one-third  for  his  son 
and  daughter  as  tenants  in  common ; 


his  8on*s  share  to  be  vested  at  twenty- 
four,  and  his  daughter's  on  her  mar- 
riage with  consent  of  her  guardians ; 
but  in  case  his  son  should  die  under 
twenty-four  without  leaving  issue,  or 
his  daughter  without  having  been 
married  with  such  consent  as  afore- 
said, then  in  trust  for  the  survivor. 

The  son  having  attained  twenty- 
four,  and  the  daughter  twenty-one 
without  being  married — Held  that 
they  were  entitled  in  equal  moieties. 

Booth  V.  Booth  observed  on.  West 
V.  JFest.  198 

3.  Bequest  by  testator  of  all  the 
furniture  (except  plate  and  pictures) 
which  might  be  in  a  house  mentioned 
at  his  decease — Held  to  be  confined 
to  articles  of  solid  silver,  and  not  to 
include  a  plated  service  in  the  said 
house.    Holden  v.  Ramshottom,   205 

4.  Where  a  testator  directed  the 
annual  interest  of  his  residue  to  be 
divided  into  as  many  shares  as  there 
were  living  children  of  T.  and  L.  W., 
share  and  share  alike,  as  they  should 
come  of  age ;  and  in  case  any  one 
should  die  without  children,  his  share 
to  devolve  on  survivors  successively, 
till  the  whole  interest  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  grandchildren  and  great 
grandchildren  of  T.  and  L.W. — Held, 
that  the  children  of  T.  W.  living  at 
his  death  were  entitled  to  the  income 
only,  but  that  there  was  a  gift  by 
implication  to  these  children  abso- 
lutely, with  a  gift  over  of  the  share  of 
any  grandchild  who  had  died  without 
having  had  issue ;  not  absolutely,  but 
according  to  the  gift  of  the  original 
share. 

Where  a  testator,  having  granted 
an  annuity  to  his  vndow,  under  his 
vnll  directed  that  if  she  persisted  in 
any  claim  on  the  residue  of  his  pro- 
perty she  was  to  forfeit  the  annuity — 
Heldy  the  widow  was  not  put  to  her 
election,  but  was  entitled  both  to  her 
dower  and  to  the  annuity.  Wether  ell 
V.  Wetherell.  51 


742 


WILL. 


WILL. 


5.  Where  a  testator  deTised  land 
to  his  widow  Mary  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  son  and  Elizabeth  his  wife  in 
fee,  who,  during  the  life  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  conveyed  the  land  by  a  deed 
not  acknowledged  to  a  railway  com-  ' 
pany — Held^  that  the  wife's  interest 
was  within  the  7th  section  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  and 
passed  to  the  company.  Cooper  v. 
GottUng.  449 

6.  Where  a  testator,  having  claims 
against  his  firm,  directed  his  propor- 
tion of  capital  invested  in  the  busi- 
ness to  be  converted  into  cash,  such 
cash  to  be  paid  over  as  realised  (with 
the  exception  of  certain  bequests 
thereinafter  mentioned)  to  a  charity, 
and  requested  his  executors,  as  soon 


as  convenient  after  his  decease,  out  of 
the  capital  employed  in  the  business 
to  pay  the  persons  mentioned  below 
the  following  sums  &c.,  the  Court 
held— 

First,  that  the  legacies  were  de- 
monstrative, and  not  specific,  and  that 
if  the  particular  fund  failed  the  de- 
ficiency was  payable  out  of  the  gene- 
ral personal  estate  not  specially  given. 

Secondly,  that  the  proportion  of 
capital  included  not  only  the  testa- 
tor's share  in  the  assets,  but  also  the 
debt  due  from  the  partner. 

Smith  r.  Fitzgerald,  3  Ves.  &  B.  2, 
observed  on.  Bevany.  The  Attorney- 
General.  361 

See  Title  Deeds. 
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